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Foundational Issves in the Representational Theory of Mind

-

Ansmcf

A co:prehensive theory of mind s&o(_xld satisfy two

eenstr.aints_,or_ conditions.: (1) it shou_ld' provide an ‘,
account of the proper construal of -propositional
attitndes; e.q. beIiefs and desires, in folk psychological
explanations of behav1our, and (2) 1t should explain how '
propositional attitudes can be causally efficacious in the
production of behaviour: The representati‘EaI theory of -
~mind (hereafter the RTH.) proposes‘ “to satisfy (1) by |
construing propositional attitudebsokenings as formal

. processes defined over (semantically 1nterpreted) -symbol
structures. The RTM proposes to satisfyagz) by respecting
what has come to'be known as the 'gormaiity condition,

which requires that mental .processes'nave a'ccess~orsy to

the formal (i.e. nan-semanticj properties of the

structnres over which they are defined. Aqording to ‘tﬁ‘e S

RTH the mental representations which‘ the theory

- postulates have their causal roles in virtue.of their
In the thesis I evaluate the prospects '«for_a theory ..

4 =

. of mind that (i) individuates méntal states by reference

LY

-

. to their contents and ( ii) construes mental procesBEs as
. syntactic processee. I first consider a proposal for,

explaining bvhaviour without recourse to semanticall}?




. interpreted states,‘arguing‘that purely}syntactic theories ‘ ~
will be unahle-to capture the vidé‘range ofvbehavioural .
. regularities readily explained b;'content—based theories. %
I then examine and criticizeha nunber of recent propqsals,
) B . notably those of Fodor and Burge, tpr the indjividuation of
mental states by their contents. LI conclude that the
arguments, on both sides that alﬁege $o show that -
yychological theories ‘must e:nploy some antecedently
spec1fied notion oglcontent<are inconcluSive. LI then do
_— on to criticize the central tenet of the,RTM --,that.
éyntactic descriptions, rather than semantiC'descriptions,:
capture the intrinsic causal properties of the mind --
J;:rarguing that this doctrine is based on the mistaken belief -
- that proposi nal attitudes ‘must be consgrued as

;glg;ign§1~states to satisfy the two adequacy conditions. o R

* e
' on a theory of mind. I conclude the thesis with a sketch ’ . o
of .a non-relational construal of gropositional gttitudes s
Ve "

which, I argue, seems at _ least as likely‘as the RTM to

. satisfy the aforementioned adequacy conditions. _’_
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It is a desideratum of any comprehensive theory of
mind that it satisff two coﬁditi;ns or constraints: (1)
that it provide an‘account of the proper construal gf
propositional atfitade ascriptions, i.e. ascriptions of
,beliefs and desires, in folk psychological explanatlons of
behaviour, and (2)- that it expﬂaln how propositional
attitudes can be causally effigac1ous in the production of
behavioug - - ‘
The rationale for coﬁqition (1) is the following:
taken at face valué, ascriptions of beliefs and desires to
agents sgem to ascril;e to them causally éfficac_ious - e
internal states.which mediate their behaviotr; There is
. substantial disagreement, hbwever; on how such ascriptions
are to be construed. On the one hand . some have proposed.
o@tright elimjination of.propositional attitude diSCOUﬁfe.

Radical behaviourists2 have argued that propositional

attitudes are to be eliminated as excéss metaphysical

baggage in favour of the more materialistically respec-r

“table g}spositions to behaviour,‘ while elimigative L
nattriglists3 hold that propositional attitudes are the
theoretical entities of an outmoded_and‘sssentially false

empirical theory. On the other HKand, there have been

g ,
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varlous reductive proposals .for"retaingng the- folf’ C.
psychological tYpoloqy whlle'reducing it to some less
controversial pasis{ Iogical behaviourists? have held
that propositional attitude ascriptions are to be

understood as ‘attributing to agents complexes of

'behavioural dispositions (e.g. "s believes-that p" peans ¢

» .
that S is disposed’ to behave in fome specafled way), whlle o '_j
reductive™ materlalistei'haye argued that proposltlonal ‘5

— —

attitudes are contingently identical states.of the central

nervous systemy - In the‘fa;e of such widespread disagree-

L

ment about the proper rble ‘of appeals to belaefs and

“desires 4in explanatlons of behaviour, any theory of mlnd-

should specify preciseiy how ascriptions of prop051tional
attitudes are to be construed and what commltments they

involve. , ' . .

Condition (2) ‘requires,. in effect, that'a tneory of

nind explain how mental causation is possible. Folk.

... : o o . S
psyéhology has nothing to say on this question: it simply

assumes that the beliefs and desires it ascribes to agents

_'are causally efficacious in producing their behaviour. To'

ask how this is accomplished is to ask for a solution to .
the mind/body problem. Any theory of mind, to merit the
name, must ‘explain how mental processes are related to
physical processes, in particular, teo behaviour, To'be

materialisticgfly respectable, a theory of mind must‘dd so
o < °
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'wilthout-postulating any n&sterious': non=physical, causal

powers. ' _ '. S
The repretentational ‘theory of mind (hereafter the
RTM) construes mental processes as formal processes .

defined over (semantically interpreted)'\symbol structures.

The RTM has been designed with the above conditions

explicitly in mind. 1Indeed, its proponents see it as the

, N\
. only way to jointly satisfy the two, constraints. In this

. introductory chapter I shall articulate the main theses. of

s

the RTM .and explein how the theory is intended to satisfy

- the two'conditions. In my exposition of the RTM I shall

-~

re__y heavily on the views of its two chief proponents,

Jerry Fodor and Zenon Pylyshyn.

. The “RTM proposes to satlsfy condltion (1) by :
construing propositional attitudes as relatlons between )

(
. . -,

organisms and formulae in an internal language. More

precisely, the RTM holds that for any organism\ 0 and

attitude A to*Ward the proposition . p~, there i a
t

computational relation R and ‘S mental representation MP

'-

. sudh that ‘MP means that p, and o has A.to p 1f and‘only if

0 bears R to’ HP The RTH further claims that mental

processes are causal sequences of tokenings 34 mental
1] ‘ ' vt

represent:«'.n:ions.6 a According to the RTM, then,

propositional’ attitudes ‘are individuated  along twol

B , "JJ
independent dimensions: by the conterit:of a mental

S
- -

N
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representation and by a computational relatipq to that

4

content. - =2 - -

Folk psychological éxplanations of hehaViour are

\

. in;gn;ignﬁl_eXplanatioqs - they explain the béhaviour of a

A — =

—eognitive agent by reference to her propositional,

attitudes, e.g. her. belief that some state of»affairs P
) obtains,_.__her desire that__som‘e state of aff;irs q obtain,
and so on. The explanations of behaviourelicensed by the
RTM preserve this fégzﬁ’e of folk psychologlcal

explanations - they are also 1ntentione1 Like folk )

psychology, the RTM explains behaviour: by reference to the

ggn;gn;g of mental states. PropWrents of thé RTM argue
that regularities important for‘ the explanation of'
behaviour can gn_],_z be captured ir'l.‘intentional terms.
‘\siylyshyn, for‘example; Ergues as follows:7 -the foik
psychological explanation Qf Mary’s running out of the
\\building appeais (in;gr;glig) to Mary’s belief thdt the ,
hgilding is on fire, i.e., Eo _the way she yepresents the

— = e

situation to hersélf Such explanations will. b%ﬁmpre

feiiw el won m—

n;ggig;izg than explanations that appeal only to physical

‘ features of the situation because the former "will,

comprehend counterfactual cases which are beyond the

-

‘ &
Aexplpnatory scope of the latter. For example, suppdse
Hhry in fact comes ‘'to have the belief that the buiiding is

~on” fire-because she smells smoKe. Then any explanation of

L 3

—



Mary’s running-out-of-the-building !Lhaqiour'couched in

purely physical terms will apéeal either to features of
. ) ' $
"the distal cause (the smoke) or to features of Mary'’s

Vperceptual apparatus (ner olfactory system).‘ But Mary
might have arrived at the belief that the building-is on
‘fire by a very different route. She might have been
i’ﬁnformed‘by telepnono»by 2 neighbour who sees flames
:?s?ooting out a window. Or she might have arrived at the
(in this case mistaken) belief»tpat the building is on
fire by hearing a maifunctioning fire alarm. The Erucial\
peint is that these diverse circumstances need have ,'
nothing phxgibgl inﬁcommon, sO imporfant regularities will
be missed by\any explanatiop of Mary’s behaviodr which
“appeals only to physical features of the situatien.
Mary’s behaviour depends crucially on how she represents
the situation to herself “that is,-on what she belietles
(among other things, that the building is on fire), and on
what she desires (not to. be burned), so only a theory )

‘which appeals to the ggn;gn;g of Mary'’ i mental states can :
capture and-explain the relevant behavioural regularities.
The RTM, accordingly, pestulates c&ntentful Btates
and ap;;eals to such 'states in its ex;;lanations °.f )
,behaviour. In so doiné; proponents a{\fﬁe RTM hope to

systenatize agd- make rigourous the generalizations of folk

psychology. Indeed, Fodor believes that cognitive

”




»

psychology, developed.aleng “he lines of the RTM, ';.'vi;n~
'vindicage' folk psychology in the sense that -nature
theory will underwrite the jintentional realism implicit %n
folk psychologlcal explan‘ations of behaviour. A theory is
1ntentn.onally real:.st just in case it postulates states
’(entltles, eVents) that satlsfy the t‘ollow:.ng conditions:
(1) they are semantically evaluable, (2)< they play a
causal role in the productlen of behaviour, and (3) t:he

generalizations of commonsehse psychology are largely true

8

of them. The RTM, according to its proponents,

postulates ‘'such statles.
It remalns for the RTM to satlsfy the second

condition on a theory of mind - that it explain how mental

causation is possible. The RTM proposes to do tlns by

<

construing mental processes as c¢omput3tional processes.
Pylyshyn claims that mental processe.svought to be
construed as comgutational_processes because "computation
is the only worked-out view of n;_g_gg_s_a' that is botti

compatible with a materialist view of ‘how a process is

realized and that attributes the behaviour of the process
: o ;

to the operation of rules upon representations."
The relevant ngtion oYX computation is explicated by

Fodor as follows: . e e
computational device is a complex system

~which” changes. physlcal state in some way
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: determined by physical laws. It is feasible
e . to think of such a system as a computer just
- insofar .as it is possible to devise some
'Y : mapping which pairs physical states of the
device with formulae in a computing la age
in such fashion as to preserve desired
semantic relations among.the formulae. For
. ::anple, we may assign physical states of the
chine to sentenees of the language in such a
way that if Sl...s are machine states, and if
F,»..F _,, Fg are "the sentence$ paired with
. r——-———sl...s _y+ S_, respectively,.then the physical
- cdnstiPition™of the machine is such that it
: will actually run through that sequence of
states only. if Fl,..F -1 constitutes a proof
of F.- Patently, thefe ‘are igdefinitely many
ways of pairing states of the machine with
formulae in ‘a language which will preserve— .
this sort of relation, which is to say that
the decipherment of the machine code exhibits
' : indeterminacy of translation. Patently, there
are indefinitely many ways of assigning
formulae to wmachine states which do . pot
preserve such relations afhong the formulae:
only, in such assignments, we cannot interpret
the machine’s changes of state as proofs. 10

Fodor thus construes computation as mechanical

)
. ;hqg::m-provinq, and the computational theory of mind,
acco¥dingly, interprets the sequence of physical states

. .* causally responsible for behaviour as a proof which has a

?

description of the behaviour as its conclugion.

The idea is that, in the case of organisms as

: in the case gf rgal computers, if we get the

‘ , Fight way of assigning formulae to the states

* it will be feasible to ‘interpret the sequence
of events that causes "the output as a

* » Ccomputational derivation of the output. 1In

short, the organic events which we accept as

implicated in the etiology of behaviour will

turn out- €o ‘have two theoretically relevant - *
. . ¢ .. descriptions if things turn out right: a .
. ’ ’ -
4 [ ] -
- e '




physical description by virtue of which they .
fall under causal laws and a psychological ) '
. description Ry virtue of which they constitute
- steps in the computation from the stimulus to

. the response. ) 11

( The following obvious worry arises with Fodor’s
. : qptibn of computétion: if it is apprdpriate to construe .
the'etiﬁlogy of an ogganism'!,béh;&zgur as the operation
of rules upon representations, why should we not give a
similar account of the behaviour of gther‘ physical
L - syéﬁeﬁs, e.g. why not say thét the planets folloy Kepler’s
laws in their orbits aréund the sun? After all/, de can
always provide a computational description of a physical
system by specifying a realization function (fR),'a I-i
mapping which=takes physical states of the system into a
set of formulae in such a way that causal sequences of

. physical states can be interpreted as symbolic ,

\ ' transformations. Fodor’s re§pbn§e to this worry is that

. organisms, unlike the planets, are representation-using
systemay inasmuch as'"a representation of the rules they
bghgxigu;";lz So, whereas the’planets can bé said to
compute the laws of planetary motion, on the weak notion
of computation that Fodor provides in the passage quoted
. above, we are not inclined ta aétribute to them a system -

_ . itm— » .
.-' of representations whereby they represent the laws to



Psychology", he claims
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themselves; we can explain their behaviour without such
attributions. . The RTNM, Ehen, claims noggnerely,that.

dognit;ve'systens‘gre~conputationa1 systems, it claims
that they are computational systens of a. specific sort,

T
-

viz. r.enr.es_enmmnm systens ' ‘

The RTM proposes to satisfy the requirement that a

théory of mind explain how mental states can be causally

- ¥

efficacious in the production of behaviour by postulatrng
physically 1nstantiated internal representatlons as the

causes -of behavzour. Additiocnally, the RTM respects what
Fodor calls the formality ggngi;ign. In "Methdholodical g
. . +4 o

Solipsism Considered as a Research Strategy in Cognitive

. - -
L4 R
-

...the computational theory of mind requires
that two thoughts can be distinct in‘' content L
only if they can be identified ‘with relations "
to formally distinct representations. More
-~ generally, fix the subject and "the relation,
and then mental states can be (type) distinct
only if the representations, which constitute
their objects are formally distinct. 13

The :g;nglj;x ggnﬂi;ign as explicated by Fodor, requires R

that differences in the content of two representations are

»

reflected in differences in their forms. In other words,

mental processes have access only to form&i-properties of

S

representations. ) ' - .

"Y' Although it is clear that formal properties are not -




- mig properties, ’rodor is othervise vague oniwhat
counts as a formal property.. ,Eorn_‘al operatio'ns,' he®
claims, "apply. in terns.of the, as it were, 'shapes’ of
the objects in their dc»ma:i.nes.'f]‘-4 Forn:a1‘ properties are .
son_etines identified with syntactic properties, and the
formality cond).tion accordingly 1nterpreted .as holding
that mental \st-ates/processes are distinct in conteht only
if they are 513%;&&4;5111 distinct (or, alternatively,-,
that content: supervenes on syntax). But this is not {
strictly correct..: The for:melity condition itself does not
oo require that mental states heve.an! syntactic properties
St at all, or ’that mental’ opera'tions inv‘ol\;e any "syntactic
operations. A syntg‘ctic' operation is a type of formal

- operation, according to thé above criter-ia, but it is

~N

N simply one tynuf ﬁormal operation. Many. physical

S 5 operations (protein synthesds, - for example) apply in -,‘

o virtue of the shape of the objects in their domains ana 30
~ ] would gount as formal operations on the. above cr@ri-a
SN what constraints the formality does’ 'put’ on psy\::f(oloqical'
g;;,;:’ ’ theories will be discussed. in chapter . o i

\

. ‘The RTM, ho Ver, does claim that mental
states/processes ar bo}ﬁ formal m..synbolic. 'rhey‘are
_ symbo"c because they_ are derined over_?symhoi struct‘ures;
and 'they are formal, according to the RTM, because mental

operation;s\,'apply, in virtue of the uhx of these synboi




. structures. Thus, the RTM honours the formality condition

by olaining that mental " operations are syntacticﬂ
'opergtionsu;a species of forsal.operations. It is,.
] perheps atsral, then, for coﬁputationelists to identify
the forna. Properties of a mental state witn its syntactic
propertieSTV The RTK explicitly clalms that lt is by
virtue of the’ syntactic features of mental represen-.
tations, reallzed 1n causally efficacious physical

’ stuctdres, that ' these representstipns produce behaviour.
In other Vords,'nentsx representationshnave their causal
roles in virtue of, their syntactic properties. Therefore,
the RTM sromises to satiSfy the second oonstrarnt\on a

- theory of mind '~ that it explain how propositional
‘sttitudes can_be causellghefficacious in tne production of
behaviour - by treating mental processes as physicéily
‘realized syntactic processes. ' -

I can now summarize the main theses of the RTM. The
'RTH-clains that (1) propositional attitu@es are xelg;jgﬁgl
:states; (2) among the relata are menta; representations,” ~
‘ihichihave both semantic and sfntactio propertiesi (3)
nentel representations have their causal Yoles in virtue
of their sfntactic properties‘j4) mental processes sre’
conputationali_proyesses: (5) the generalizations of
psychologicai theory advert to the ggn;gn;spf mental

states.15 -
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. The formality condi'tion, according to Fodor, requires

a sort of nsthsdglggigal_solinsisn 16

.If mental processes’ are formal, then they have -
access only to the. formal properties of such
representations of .the environment as the
senses’ provide [sicl Hence, they have no

- © ac¢cess to the properties of such
representations, including the property of |
being true, of having referents, or, indeed,
the property of being representations ﬁ ;hg
environment. : 17

'Fodor contrasts psychological theory which respects
the formality condition, and hence is methodologically

solipsistic, not raising guestions about truth ana

reference (i.e. about the way‘ that thought relates to the

worId). with naturalistis nsxghglggx which is concerned ‘

with the’ (presumably) causal relations between an ¢

Ps .

organism’s ‘representations and the environment. He claims
that much current psychological practice is method-n-
ologically solipsistic,, particularly research involving

‘nachine simulation.. ‘H‘e argues further that at least some

M |
part of cognitive psychology ghmﬂ be nethodologically

solipsistic, i. e. éﬁould respect the- formality condition.l

He. offers two independen‘t arguments for the latter clain.

The first argunent takes’ the following form: 18 (1)
7

It is typically under an opaque construal that

attributrons of ptopositional attitudes to organisns

- . function- in exp.lanatione of their behaviour. (2) The .

[

’
[ RPRPes. <. §




T T T SR N e g A T R T T N T
) - -~ PRI Sy N R et - - v . Tay a < - -
b ~ . - - e a ST T :" . . - ¥ . y »

. TE T~ . * . ) } . .

. - » ..
. . - . a
N g . 3 - . . : .
. . 'Y ' . e .
s -

L}
« N - . e

. . ) )

. . forlality ccnditicn is 'inti-ately involvea® [Pcdor s
R tern] in the explanation o'!.‘ propositional attitudes
opaguely construed. onlyﬁtheories which respect it will _‘
.. 'yield such. explanations. (3) Hence, some part of 7 .
. psychology (i.e.’ that part concerned witb-the explanaticn
- . of behaviour) should reSpeot the. formarity condition.

St » In support of prenise (1),-Fodor points out that' -
opaquely construed, propositiona]. attitude ascriptionslg\
are true in virtue ‘of the way the agent represents the
. | ﬁituaticpv to himself. ~ He argues further, ‘frcm

) . .consideringva numper of exa:Tles similar to Pyiyshyn'st
0 above, that the agent’s repr sentations of "the situatién

function crucially in the prcducticn'qf his behavicur..‘

Therefore, Fodcr concludes, the opaque reading of
prcpositional attitude ascriptions, not the transpareqt'
. reading, allows us to predict and explain the behaviour!of
cognitive agents. . ﬁ./' : ‘_ .
Premise (2) is more problematic. It is unclear dhat
Fodor means By the claim that the fornality condition_is
'intinately involved® ,in theﬁexplanation of propositional ;
“attitudes opaquely construed. He does say that ”the ,
noticn of same nental.st;te that\ﬁe get frcn a tneory
. ’which honours the formality éandition is related to, but
not idantical to, the noticn of same nental state that

' _unconstructed intuition ptovides for opagque construals. n20
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He shows by a series ef examples . that the'conditigns on
. e T

opaque type identification are not strictly'foriarszut

,jxf "are partly semantic. ;;dor;; exanfles involve pronouns _
and demonsgtratives; they indicate that in such cases
referentiei considerations play a_ réie in thei
type-identification of beliefs, even where the rele#ant
belief ascriptions are opaquely construed. Some exanpfes
show that formal identity of mental representations is not
necessary for type identity of opaquely construed mental-
states-(e.g. Both you and I think that I’m sick. I think
*I’'m sick", while you think "she’s sick". Our thoughts
are opagquely type-identical, but fofmplly- distinct.)
Oothers show that it is not sufficient (e.qg. Alfree thinks
of ﬁisha, "he feels faint", while Misha thinks of Sam,irhe
feels faint". Their thoughts are opaquely type-distinct
although formally identical ) The insufficiency of formal

» . :

identity for content identity is especially troubling,

-

‘given that the formality condition Fequires that

differences- in the content of representations area‘;'“
reflected in differences in their forms. So it is not
strictly true that a psychology that respects the. ‘
formality conditign studi;:\ propesitional attitudee""
opaquely taxonéhize;.i Yet, according to premise (1),_thei
opaque constfnal of propositf;nal attitudes is the

appropriate one for understanding folk ps¥choloqica1
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explanations of behaviocur. In effect, then, a theory that
respects the formality condition will require a different

notjon of gsame mental state tp;; the folk_psycnological
notion. | -~

Proponents'of the RTM‘have £irmly telieved that their
theory will both explain how mental causation is possible
(i.e. solve “the mind/body problen) and "vindicate" folk
psychology. It is not obvious that the RTM can do both.
It proposes to do the former ty respecting the formality
condition, but, in so doing, Ei.t seems ' to ’require a
different taxonomy of mental states than that employed by
folk psychology, at least if we assume, as Fodor does,
that folk psychology type—identifies mental states
opaquely; Since the core idea of folk psychology is that
cognitive agents act-out of their beliefs and desires, and

3

since beliefs and desires are type-individuated by their-
contents,.a theory whichttaxonomizes mental states by
their contents would seem to have the best hope of
systematizing folk psychology’s generalizations. The
question, then, is whether a psycholoqical theory can
taxononize mental states by their contents gng respect the
formality condition. This issue will be addressed in
chapter 3. ! -% Vo

Fodor's argument for methodoloQical solipsism, then,

is inconclusive:’ theories that respect the formality

-



content.’

conditionido not seem to yield the approp:iate notion of

-

Fodor has a second argument for the claim that at
18st some part of cognitive psychology should be
methodologically solipsistic. He is skeptical about the

possibility of a naturalistic psychology, that is, a

theory of the organism/environment relations that fix the

semantic propertieé of mental states. " He argues that
S o
» ..characterizing the objects of thought is L

methodologically prior to characterizing the cauasal chains

that link thoughts to their objects. But the theory which

characterizes the objects of thought is the théory of

everything; it’s all of science." 21

naturalistic psychology must await the\pompletion.of'ﬁhé '

rest of science. .A methodologically solipsistic

!

-psychology, therefore, is all we can practically hoﬁe to

get. . Fodor’s reasoning, however, is unconvincing. He
claims, correctly, that "a naturalistic psychology would
attempt to specify environmental objects in a vocabulary

such that énvironmental/organism relations are law

2

instantiating when so described,"2? but he providés no

argument for the claim that such déscriptions must await
the completion ®f other sciences (presumably, he has ‘in
mind phyéics and chemistry). Wwhat the naturalistic

psychologist needs are descriptions of the objects of

*

-

Thus, he claims, a
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thught_such that, ungler such descriptions,ieﬁyironﬁent/
organism relations instanfiatq laws of her own théory,_not
lawggof physics or chéqistry. The appropriate voqabulary'
may turn out to:be a vocabulary referring to obserQﬁble

propertigs. Consider froq/f1§ interactions: the relevant

.generalizations do not depend on a theory of flies, since °

the frog is cueing on rather simple observable properties

of flies, as is shown by the fact that we can elicit the

23

same péhaviour using suitably moving fly-sized BBs. The

M ! - L3 L3
important point is that the generalizations “describing

such iﬁteractionﬁ, which refer to observable propertiesﬂ

shared by fliés and BBsf are not likely to instantiate any
. ¥ - N .

~laws of physics or chemistry, but may well instantiate
‘laws of a naturalistic psychological theory.

. \ .
has' given no reason to think that these laws must await

the completioh of the other sciences, .he has provided no

grounds for skepticist about the p}ospecﬁs of naturalistic

psychology.

" There have been vaiigus criticisms of the view' that

.

the’ RTM can and should be methoddlogically solipsistic in
framing it;\explanations of behaviour. Stepﬁen Stich, in

his book From Folk Psycholoay to Coanitive Science,?? has

argued that what he calls the "strong version" of the
: , -

ﬁepresentational Tﬁeory of Mind violates the pginciple of

e : . .~ ., L

Since Fodor



9

v

—;ethodological solipsism.

(Stich’s "strong™ RTM thesis

claims, that "nomological generalizations which describe

the interactions among. mental states apply to them’ in

virtue of their contents.

‘rticula%ed it

cantents,

~ thesis.)

-

The RTM,

as 1 l’iave

here, taxonomizes mental states hy their

and so countS'as an instance of the "strong"

doct,rme that N"cognitjve ‘psychology ought Lo restrict -
ﬂ.ﬁtop_mu_”tn Lmﬂwg_nmm&_a&

'It ought not to postulate processes which apply to mental
26

states in v1rtue of their semantlc properties."

. Accordlng to Stlch

1 4

‘rejection of the strong RTM.
plausiblé account of what counts as semantic,.

"methodological solipsism...entails the

For on any

the- theorist who couches his generalizatibns

(his account of menta) processes) in terms of.

the content sentences used to characterize

mental states is surely postulating' mental .,

operations

whose \

specification

requires 13

reference to semantic properties of thes

states.

2
¢

Stich seems to. have offered a decisive arqument
‘,——f'\ X -

against the possibility that a psychological theory can

both honour the formality condition and tax omize mgnear
,/
states by their contents
generalizations in terﬁs of coﬁtent).

+ confused abouigthe import of both methodoloqical soliésism

(and hen¢e>;£rame

—

/

// ‘-_

1ts_

i

Stich qenstrues methodologlcal solipsism asfthe,

"l.

Howeber, stich is

-

>

L - I‘a.,.'

r",
=

P

-

Py
N



...

1]

.

. states are content—distinct only if they are formally &

» psychological theory which aspxres to be methodologically

.theory entails a formal difference. Thus it requires that

‘.‘properties’ of 'menta!/' states in her explafations of

‘claiméd by the theory to have. Therefore,_stich is simply‘ .

"’ - cau B /% AL T, I Y £ g . B . - Pl ST TN T e ey et
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. 9 ’
end the formality condition for the psychological
theorist. Fodor proposes the formality condition (mental

distinct) ,as a constraint that . nust be satisfied by any
5

solipsistic. ‘Honever, Stich claims that the formalit¥
condition requires "that semantic properties of nental'
states play no role in the speciffaation of psychological
generalizations. 28 This is simply false. The . ‘
formality condition, as articulated ‘by Fodor and Pylyshyn, °

.

requires that every sepantic difference recognized by a

content supervene on form, that ‘no psychological processes ;
depend.d;on the semantic propertiés of mental states, gut _ |
it entails nothing about how the generalizations of
psychological :hgg;1g§ are to be framed. . The psycho- . >

logicalﬁtheorist is free to anﬂrt to\the‘semantic

béhaviour, s long ns.she explains in virtue of what . -i;

formal property a mental state has the content tﬁEf'it is

wrong .in claiming that methodological solipsism and the
tofiaiff; condition require’the rejection of psychological

theories whose g?nerarizations advert to content.
' ‘ - -b.;-‘,
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this introductt‘bn. what notion of content is avajlable to

e

In subsequent cha&efs I discuss a number of
foundational issues in the representational theory of
mind. “The first set of issues centres around the role of
content in the theory, the sécond set ooncerns the role of
syrﬂ:a.x. My overall conciusions are that the problems
alleged to affect oontentwpased theories. are not
insurmountable. Appeal to content does seem to be
indispensiblg for a theory which purports to explain
behaviour, but the RTM’s c¢laims that a syntattic level of
description ié\indispensible are unsupported. -

ln chapter two I consider an alternative proposal,
the syntactic theory of mind, which'attempts to explain
be’hav1our wlt';xout recourse to semantlcally 1nterpreted
states. stich claims that syntactlc theories can capture
a wider range of generallzati;ns dbqut cognxtlve précesses

than representatlona‘list theor;es, but this <claim, -I_A.

argue, i unfounded. ’ Not.only is 1t false that syntactic

‘theories car capture psychological genera],i.zations ‘that

-

content-based 'theories cannot, but a larée‘ class of .

- behavioural regularit'ieé, "readily explained ‘by

conteht-’-based Q)eories, appears to be beyond their

explanatory reach. .

In chapter three I address the question raised in

the RTM, and will‘ the available notion enable it to

At
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. capture commonsense generalizations about behaviour? This

question has been framed as a dispute about individualism,
the qu?étion of whether content must supervene on non-
intentionally specifiable properties of the individual
subject. I criticize an a prioeri argument of Fodor’s to
the - effect that a scientific psychology must be
individualistic. I then consider Tyler Burge’s arguments
on the other side of the dispute, concluding that attempts
to show' that p!ychology is not 1ndiv1duallst1c are
xnconclu51ve. The RTM has been cr1t1c1zedbon the grounds

that it needs a notion of "narrow content" and can’t have

one. I afgue that this criticism is unfounded. My .

‘conclusions in this chapter are that a psychological

theory may choose whatever notlon of content is

)
L)

appropriate to its explanatory goals. -

Chapter four is a short discussion of.the formality
condition and the role it -plays in the RTM. I conclude
that it blaces less severe constraints on a_tngpry.of mind
than proponents of the RTM have claimed. ' e

———

Chapter five is a critique of the main tenet of the

RTM -- "that ‘propositional attitudes are to be analysed as .

relations between organisms and formulae in an internal
language; I criticize. a number of arguments alleged to .
snpport this thesis, and in the prgcess I sketch the

" outlines of a view which does not treat propositional

Q



¥>\~ att@tudes as rﬁ;ggional states. :I‘¢onc1ude by arguing:
that the altérnative seems to have at least as good a

g chance of vindicating folk. psychology as the RTM, yet it
“does so without the RTM’s conpitn§h€.tq a 1ahguage of

thought.

'0
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1. The Syntactic Theory

In his book Frém Folk Psvchology to Cognitive Science’
]
Stephen Stich develops an alternativa~- to the

representational theory of mind (RTM) defended by Fodor ’
and Pylyshyn. Th; ctic Theory-of Mind (hereafter

STM) construes cognitive states as uninterprete& syntactic ~
objects: »

—- .
— - ...cognitive states whose interaction "is (in . ) S
part) responsible - for behaviour can be
- systematically mapped to abstract syntactic
* objects. in such a way that causal interactions
among cognitive states, as well as causal
. . links with stimuli and behavioral events, can
! be described terms of the syntactic
properties and relations of the abstract
objects to which the cognitive states are g
mapped. More briefly, the idea is that causal :
. relations among cognitive states mirror formal
— relations among syntactic objects. If this is
//’ right, then it will be natural to view
. cognitive state tokens as tokens of abstract
- . ~ syntactic objects. . 2

Accordipg to Stich, a cognitive theory which .
-instanti;teé'ﬁpe STM is to be arficulated in three barts:
(1) a-specification of a finite set of primitive syntaéiic
objects and a set of formation rules which can generate \\\\

(infinitely many) coupiex formulae; (ii) the hypothesis

26



that for e&éh model of the theory there exists a.set of
_state types (presunahly.neurological state types) Qhose
tokens are causally efficacious in the productron of
behaviour, and further, that there is a mapping -from these
state types to syntactic obiects in the class-sggclf1ed in
(i) ; ahd (iii){a specification of the_theerf’s lawlike
generalizations. Such theories may plausiblf be" construed
as constitutive of‘an abstract neurology, inespuch as .,
equivalence classes of ﬁeurological states ere'ﬁapped-intO'
a- space of syntactic objects; the equivalence‘classes are
defined by the ca?sal role of_the states in the production

!

The 'generalizations of STM theofies, ‘which
L 4 : -
characterize the causal relations among neurological

of behaviour. . ‘n:

states, are said to be "specified indiféct;y via the

formal relations among tﬁE'syntaétic objects to which the
neurological state types are mapped."3 Stich gives the
fol‘owing as a typical example of such a generalization:-
For all sub}ects S, and all wffs A and B, if
S has a B-state mapped to A—B and if S comes

%o have a B-state mapped to A, then s will
come to a have a B-state mapped to'B.

, (.

ST™ fheb;ies, st}ch argues, are to be preferred to
theories whose generalizations advert to_the content of
. mental states (i.e. representationalist, or RIM theories),

because they can (i) "do justice to" all of a content-
L .




based theory’s "generalizations, and (ii) captuare

fo ‘ ' ,
‘A substantial part of Stich’e book is devoted to.

additional generalizations which are beyond the reach of
content-based theories. I shall challenge both claims. I°

shall begin with the latter claim, arguing that

generalizations beyond the explanatory reach of
.~ . ‘
content-based theories are likely to be beyond the reach

1 4
of STM theories as well. I shall then turn to Stich’s

"first claim, arguing that STM theories fail to capture

behavioural reqularities readily explainmed by

content-based theories.

2. Do STM Theories Capture an Interesting class of

establishing that the ascription of belief in folk

psychology is both gb_s_gagr_r_elm and 1rremediably

vaque. - The ascriptionc \of belief is observer-relative,
Stich argues, inasmuch as a subject’s belief is idenptified

as the beligﬁ.;hgg p,jﬁsf in case it is content similar to
. - ) »
the belief which underlies our own normal assertion of

mpr, It is vague'inasmuch as (i) observers are said to

judge content sinilarity along at least three distinc{

. dinensions of sinilarity and (ii) Pragmatic factors (vi

7 '

- contéxtl determine which of thcse dimensions plays a

. P



decisive role in a given judgment of content similari%y.'
Tﬁe three dinensions that Stich jdentifies are "“causal-
‘ﬁhttern similarity; (patterns of causal intera;tion with™
stinul;, behaviour, and other mental states: elsewhere
cq;ied-f"narrow' causal rolga), ideological similarity
(sinil%rity of doxastic surroundings), and referential
similarity.

The observer-éelétivity of folk psychological
ascriptions of belief is alleged to create a special
problem for content-based thgories, since for each
dimension of similarity there are said to be subjects )
sufficiently different from ourselves as to make it
impossible to find a content sentence to describe their
beliefs. Since qeneralizations‘ stated over content
senfenées will therefore have indetgrhinate application in
these cases, so-called ”exotic"\subjects will be beyond
the explanatory/reach of content-based theories.

Syntactic theories, by contrast, will allegedly have
no special difficulty characterizing‘the mental states of
éxotic sﬁbjects; as they charaeterize mental states not b¥

content sentences but by the syntactic objects to' which

the states are‘mappéd. _The latter are sélected by the

theorist ‘with an eye to giving thé”simplést and most

powerful account cf‘,the causal links among stimuli, mental

states, and beyavioi;:had without  any concern for

Vs *

similarities ;nd,disgimi}arities between the subject and
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tqc theorist n

- . stich assembleS‘what I take to be a compelling case

LY

for the claim that belief ascription in folk psychology is
vague and obeérver—relative. The relevant question,
nowever, is whether ascriptions ;f content in a develobeﬁ,
scientific psychology will, of necessity, be equally vague
_and observerlrelative. Stich provides no argument that
they will.'/A scientific psychology might plaﬁsibly be
expected to reduce the vagueness inherent in our everyday
folk notion of content. After all, the folk notion serves
many puréabealbesides the scientific ones of(prediction
and explanation. Thus, while gscriptions of content in

folk psychology_may indeed depend pragmatlcally on three

Lﬁistlnct notions of content simllarlty,\lt is not obvxous'

».' -

that ascriptions of content in a scfbntlfic psychelogy

need do so. 1In a series of recent papers, for example,
Jerry Fodor has attempted to articulate a more austere'
notion of content than that ascribeo'in folk psychology,
viz. so=called ng;rég.ggntgnss. The narrow content of a

belief is said to supervene-on physical and/or functjional

_states of the believer, thus referentidl similarity plays<

no role in judgments of narrow content similarity. If 'a

notion of narrow content could be articulated and put to
. .
use in an RTM theory,7 then subjects would not be classed

as exotics whose mental states defy subsumption under

generalizations dé(;ned over contents merely because fheir

- [
.
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beliefs were referentially different from our own.
But whatever the prospects for a notion of cdhtent
that ellminates the vébueness and observer-relat1v1ty that
'seemingly affllcts folk psycholeogical theorles, STM
theories seem no better able than content-based theories’
to characterize adequately the mental states'of‘egotic
-spbjects,- Consider Stich's'case of Mrs. T, an elderly
-subject whose memor? has deteriorated. as a,result of
degeneratlve brain- dlsease to the pplnt where her
remaining bellefi are no longer 1deolog1ca11y 51m11ar to
those that we would express using the same content
sentences.' (Two beliefs‘are ideologically similar if they
are embedded‘in similar.belief networks.) Before the
onset of her illness, Mrs. T. believed that President
McKinley was assassinated.‘ After her memory has
deteriorated, she is still disposed to answer "McKinley
‘was assassinated" when asked "What happened to McKinley?",
but when asked "Is McKinley dead?" she claéms not to know.
QIearly, we ageudisinclined to ascribe to Mrs. f. now the
belief. that she once had, viz. that McKinley was
assassinated. }For her current belief, whatever it is, is
not the belier that would ‘unde’rlie our ‘own sincere

r

utterance of "McKinley was assassinated", because it fails
A .

<

_to exhibit the appropriate connections to other beliefs.

Indeed, we are at a loss to say what Mrs. T. ‘believes npﬁ,

\
because we have no content sentence available to

-
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characterize her =mental state. The problem for ,fr .
- (' : - ‘ .

content—based theories becomes more, acute if ﬁé as‘ume
that certain of Mrs. T.'s 1nferentia1 skills are intact, ,
é;é:::;yat if told "It McKlnley was assassinated then he ~ T .
i; burie&*in Ohio" she will still respbnd "Then McKinley -
is buried-i;;ohio"u For now there would seem to be ; *
generalization regarding her behaviéur, namely the STM

- ’ .
generalization gited earlier, that a content-based theory -

>

~

is ‘unable éto capture because it has no way of
charaéﬁerizing fhe'mental.state'which the generalization ~
subsunmes. . - .,
Stich claims that an* STM theory will have no trouble
characteriiing Mrs.. T.”’s current - mental state and
subsum1nq it under the same generallzatlon that described
her earlier behav1our. I belleve this claim to be-false.
Consider . flrst. what the clalm that a theory can

characterize a mental state amounts f{o. Clearly, the

theory must do more tfan simpiy assign.a name to the.

'state;"the thégry must ingigiggggg the state, that is, it

must be able to identify roken occurrences of the state

over time and acros;-subjects(in such a way that the staté

can be subsﬁmed'under lawlike' generalizations that predict

and éxplain_the behaviour of'subjects.with a»good.measure ~

of generalitf;‘ This_is ;uecisely what content-based

. . »

" theories seem unable to do with respect to ideoloqically

exotic subjects. STM theories, Stich arguesl can so
. Y




characterize an exotic ijubject's nental states:

- - For a syntactjc theory, however, ideological‘
similarity es no problem, since the {
. : characterization of a B-state -does not
: " depend on the.other B-states that a subject
happens to have. A B-state will count as a
-token of a wff if its potential causal links
fit the pattern detailed in the theorist’s
kY genexralizations, regardless of the further
. ° B-states the subject may have or lack.
s Tonsider, for.example, the ‘case of Mrs. T.
If we assume .that béfore the onset of her
disease the B-state which commonly caused

" her to say "McKinley Jvas assassinated” &
. obeyed generalizations like [the sample S™
- 'generalization cited above], then if the
o illness simply destrows B-states (or erases

mental tokghs) without affecting the’~causal

potential ‘of the tokens which remaln, the
. very same _, genédralizations will be+ true of
s her after the illness -‘has become quite

. severe. . ) 8%

L}
.

1+ + While it seems possible that a eental- token may'

simply be erased without ‘adffecting the® individuation of
s

the remainlng states, this isd not the correct des.cript:.o’n
of what has happened to’ Hrs. T. ‘The causal potential of
ﬁrs. T’s mental states have cleasy changed: the mental

state underlying the younger -Mrs. . T’s uttefance of

"McKinley was assassinated" was potentially connected to
“ behaviour and -other mental states’ in countless ways. the

mehtal state underlying the senile Mrs. T’s utterance of'

le'. ‘
"Hc_l(inley was '’ assassinated" however, is causally inm
: .
« ©OF nearly so.9
N
ﬂrole in inference and -belief fixation thht characteri;zed_

The laftter state can no longer play the

the former st_ate: counter?étuals trg.le of ' the earlier,

-
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‘Etate are not true of the latter. I s now false, for

. example, to say of "Mrs. T that she would respond with
°

!
'ch;plgyﬁwas assassinated" if asked "How did McKinley

3 T~

. die?" - ®

.

' <The problem for the syntactic theorist is not simply-

that because the causal potential of the mental étate
underlying Mrs. T’s utteranée has changed, syntactic
generalizations such as the one cited by Sticﬁ that were
‘true of Mrs. T before the onset of her illne;s will fail
€ be true of her now.. The' syntactic theorist cannot even

individuate Mrs. T’s current mental state as a token of
. : - T

[ S

some generél state tfpe shared by "normal subjects

-

(ingluding Mrs. T before the onset of her illness). All i
the sSyntactic theotrist can da is designate'her state as a
token of a new state type virtually unique to Mrs. T.

Stich embraces this expediency with alacrity. According

to Stich, . )_ .

.

— -
o

: \

~ ...neither causal nor ideological distance
.poses any special proplems for an STM
theorist. To handle ‘subjects whose basic
cognitive processges differ from our own, the
syntactic theorist may specify a distinct set
of wffs (a different ’‘mental language’) and a
distinct set of generalizations exploiting the
syntactic structure of these wffs. ﬁigr

—

: Consider once again the case of Mrs. T. She 1is, I \\\

have argueh, a causal-pattern different subject. After.

her illness has become acute, a syntactic theorist m{x’/’,

L]
.
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simply construct a new syntactic theory and subsume the

senile Mrs. T.’s mental states under the new theory’s

. generallzations. The difficulty with Stich’s .proposal is
precisely that the wffs assigned to Mrs.® T.’s mental
sthteS'by the new tsheory don’t qharacterize the gental

" states of any other, subjects, normal ir eXotic.r The
syntactic theorist can claim to have characterized Mrs.

. - ‘ .
T.’s mental states in only a Pickwickian sense: hé&\ has

» ‘ >

succeeded in. designating them as tokens of certain
syntaotic types, but. they are types .that lack; all
generallty Such "generalizations" as the syntactlc ,

theorist can construct for Mrs. T. 1&3"a11 generality:

they doh’t apply across subjects, even across most exotic-
:,g_subjects. They don’t even apply to Mrs. T across time, "

since the causal potential of her mental states is
. ‘ - s
continually changing. They apply only to Mrs. T as she is

/ (=4
¥el -
now. ¢

This is individual psychology with a vengeance. The

STM "handles" exotlc subjects oniy insofar as it is

\\.

,willing to abandon our 1nterest in both comparatlve and
developmental psychology. At the very least Stich’s
proposal to construct a new theory for exotic subjects
”_—;%uld make the comparison of exotic subjects aﬁd
oﬁrselves, or the comparison of.diffefent exotics, or the

r

comparison of maturing or aging subjects over time,

1npogsiﬁle: ‘We have a strong intuition that our cognitive

14
.
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.~ processes have a lot in common with many ‘subjects who

1]

count as exoktic, for example, youﬁé children and animals.
When we ascribe to a dog the belief that the squirrel ran
v‘ﬂp the tree, we attribute to it-a mental state something

like our own mental state when we believe that.the

E

squirrel ran up the tree. We want a fheory that not only

‘makes inter-species comparisons possible,, but also applies

- - -9 . —g—
. . . .. L X

diachronically to members of our ggn'species.11~ "

-5 . .., ‘

) - T . xS - :' . ’ "‘:’J
In summary, Stich may3 be Torrect in arguing that

e et .

.

content theories have a serioussproblem chétaqﬁeriziﬁ% f
fental states of exptic subjeéts: however, syntactic
theories suffer the same problem. The wffe assigned'tp
éhe senile Mrs. T.’s mental states characterize them only
;n a Pickwickian sense - the mental state Eypes thex pick
.out are virtually uniqué to Mrs. f. in her pr?sént'
condition. Stich’s prodposal to consgrgct new theories to
describe the behaviour of exotic subjects is a aesperate )
measure - it abandons the dfoject of a developmental or
comparative.psychology. '

J ¢

~

. 3. . ‘ s _ir a e i ions capture

by confent-based theories? . ¢ .

'1'

a

However poorly content-based theories may fare at

characterizing the mental states of exotic subjects, Tthey

4 ‘ .
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have been remarkably successful' at predicting and
explaining the behav;our of so-called normal subjects.
There remains the question of whether STM theories can
duplicate the success of folk psychology }n the domain of
pormal subjects. Botﬁ‘?o&or and Pylyshyn have argued that
regularities importent for the explanation of behaviour

can only be captured by qeneralizatiohg-which advert to

12

the cdntent‘of mental states. These generalizations, it

® o
& ¥

.15 c}aimed ‘are beyond the reach of STM theories.

stIysH&n argué’ as follows: . '
J : i (-

It simply will not do as an explanation of,
say, why Mary came running out of the
smoke-filled building, to say that there was a
certain sequence of expressions computed in
her mind according to certain expression-
transforming rules. However true that might
be, it fails on a number of counts to provide
an explanation of Mary’s behaviour. It does
"not show why or how this behaviour is related
to very similar behaviour she would exhibit as
a consequence of receiving a phone call in
which she heard the utterance "the building is
on fire!"™, or as a consequence of hedring the
fire alarm or smelling smoke, or in fact .
following any event interpretable (given the
appropriate beliefs) as generally entailing
that the building was on fire. 13

{

According to Pylyshyn, the only feature cqmmon to the

diverse circumstances that would produce running-out-of-
the-building behaviour on Mary’s part is that they give
rise to an internal state interpretable as a beliéf that

the building is on fire. The relevant generalization,

therefore, can only be captured by.appeal‘}o the content-




of Mary’s internal states. Syntactic theories, of course,
eschew Appeals to content, and so, Pylyshyn clgins, they~
will miss a generalization éeadily captured ;y content-
based théories. » |

Stich’s strategy in response to Pylyshyn’s argument
is to sketch the explanations that a content théory might
give for Mary’s behaviour—and then constr&ét parallel
explanations in thé STM mold. In version 1 of the content
story Mary inhales smoke and is caused to believe that thg

building is on fire. This beliefs interacts with the

long-standing conditional desire to leave a building if it

is on fire to produce the.desire to leave the building,
which in turn interacts with the belief that if one rﬁns
out £he door one‘will leave the building to produce the
desire to run out the doo;. In version 2 of the content
story Méry comes to believe that the building is on fire
as a result of piéking up the phone and hearing "The
building is on fire!". From this point the story joins
versi&n 1. .

Consider Stich’s parallel STM explanatioﬁs.' In
version 1 of the STM story Mary inhales smoke and is
caused to have the B-state F (corresponding to the belief
that the building is on fire14) by an indirect and complex
causal process: inhaling the smoke céuses her to have the

B-state I, {corresponding to the belief that she |is

inhaling smoke) which interacts with the long-standing

—dn



-
~

I 2

&
Brstate I N (corresponding to the belief that if one is
inhaling smoke then there is a fire nearby) which produces

. in her the B-state N, which together with the long-

standing B-state N—®F results in her having the B-state F
(gorresponding to the belief that/the building is on
fire). Thé B-state -F interacts with the léng-standing
‘conditional D-state F—L (corresponding to the desire to
leave the building if the building is on fire) to producé

the D-state L, which in turn interacts with the B-state

R—L (correspondihg to the belief 'that if one runs out the

door, then one will leave the building) to produce the

D-state R, which eventuates in Mary’s running out the

door. In version 2 of the STM story, Mary’s hearing "The

building is on fire!"™ on the telephone causes her to have

the B-state H (corresponding to the belief that she is’

. hearing an utterance of "The building is on fire!") which

leads her, via an indirect and complex causal éhain,_to

have the B-state F, and from this point the story joins

!

version 1.
What is the significance of the fact that parallel

STM explanations can be given? Stich says

What the various versions have in common,
according to the content-based strong RTM
explanation, is that they all lead Mary to ,
.re, and this
belief plays an essential role in the etiology
of her fleeing behaviour. On the purely
syntactic explanation, there is a prima facie
perfect parallel. What the various versions
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‘B-state F on the- two vetsions of the story are completely

‘content explanations and his own@i explanations, but’ the
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have in common is that they all lead Mary to
-have the B-state F, and this B-state plays an
essential role in her fleeing behavior. 15

;

on both versions of the STM story, Mary’s flee:mg
Pehaviour is caused by &o&; other thlngs) her being in
the B-state F. But thxs state arlfes, on t.he two
versions, under diverse physxcal st1mu11 (distal and

proximal). -In fact, the cauéal sequences 1ead‘Lng to the

different. What justlflca'ilon can the STM theorist
b Y
. " 4
provide for supposing that the twe te tokens have

PPUTP RO DY MY

anyth:.ng M 1n common if tt;ey don’t play the same
causal roles with respect to eith‘}\' stimuli or ‘antecedent

mental - states? The only reason to identify “the

b i

expressions ciesi.gnated by ‘F’ in the two versions is that =
, " ; ; ia et

they both mean "the building is on fire", but of course

the STM theorist can’t appkal to meanings in : the

individuation of mental states.

'Stich repeatedly stresses the parallelism between

parallelism is not innocent. Underlying the STM accounts /-}

is the following assumption: ' -

° ’ ' ) —_

...each of the distinct content sentences used .
to characterize beliefs and desires in the
strong RTM explanation corresponds to a
distinct syntactic string....All that is being
assumed is a token-token correspondence: each
of Mary’s beliefs and .desires (i.e. each
oken) corresponds to a token of a syntactic




content sentence (my emphasis).

It is unclear why Stich thinks that the assumption
inveolves only‘a token-token correspondence. n fact, what
is being assumed, as the underlined passage indicates, is
a_one¥one :;pgigg of senbntié’types onto synt?ctic typés,
t?at is, a tyﬁéfbcrrespondence'5étween content and syntax.
No argument is,éi;en fqr this very strong—esesumption, and
it is, in fact, unlikely to be satisfied, given -that types
’at the two levéls of desdription are to be individuated on
‘.independent.grounds:ké!ntactic types by th? causal rples‘
of mental states in the producti&ﬁ of behavioﬁr, aﬁd
;ehantic types by the various.criteria that are involved
in content ascription. ‘Since the STM is ‘plausibly |
coﬁét ed ‘ as abstract neurology, satisfaction of the’
typchorrespondénce assumption would require, in effect,
that contents’map'one-one onto eqﬁivalence ciasses of

neurological states; such equivalence classes to be

defined by the roles of these states in the etiology of

behaviour: It is the.burden of a large part of stich’s

book that such alcorrespondence between the contents of
.mental states and their causal roles ca?'t be effected:;
zndeed if it could, then stich’s claim that,content-based
theories miss generalizations that can be captured by

syntactic theories wouid be patently false, since both




typésQ' of the?fies would capture the same cigss of

generalizations. :

fhe type-correspondénce assumption is uqsupﬁpréed, if
npt‘ simply false. This leaves us with’ no way of
type-identifying the internal states that give rise to
Mary’s- fleeing’ behaviour undexjidivgrse circunstancés |
except by appeal to their meaning. 'In_partiéulaf, theyu
cannot be typé#identified by a theory which takes causal

role to be criterial foﬁlshe individuation/of mental

states, because the states are causally Yelated to '

diffe;ent.stimuli and other internal states.\ But the STM
explanationé of Mary’s behaviour'hinge oﬂ the
ability_fo type-identify what Stich has called 'B-state\F?
in the two versions, otherwise a counterfactual supporting
generalizati9n is lost. The conélusion should be clear.
stich is faced with a dilemma: either the type-
correspondence assumption is a reasonable assumption, and;
conséquently, semantic and syntactic,generaliéations will
be co-;xtengive, thereby undermining Sﬁich's arguﬁenté for
preferring a syntactic theory to one_which adverts to g

content; or the assumption is unjustified, and syntactic

"theories miss important generalizations about behaviour

which can only be captured by content-based theories.
A final point about the parallelism between content
and STM  explanations: all the examples of STM

generalizations in Stich’s book are constructed to

C- , -
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parallel typical content-based generalizations. One must
question whether a syntactic theory could stand on its
own,-whether it could do any geriuine explanatory work.
Perhaps the syntactic-based generalizations suggest
themselves only.wﬁere a content story has alrdady“been
told. Nothing in Stich’s'book assuages tnese doubts. Not
only does Stich fail to otfer any empirical support for

the STM, but the book contains not a single example of * N
'pSYthlogical'researcﬁ modelled on the STH: ‘Stich relies
exclusively on artificially constructed analogues of
content-based explanations for his few examplee of STM
generalizations. In the absence of an erplanatory
practice thatuconforms to the STM pattern, one must
seriously question Stich's clLims that the STM provides an
adequate, indeed preferred, founda.tion for psychological
theorizing. At the very least, ' psychological theories
constructed in the sSTM mold- are unable to capture a wide

range of folk psychological generalizations without

exploiting the explanatory apparatus of folk psychology. .

.



’ i .
ﬁ“, | Notes ‘

1. Stich, Stephen. From Folk Psychology to Cognitive
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following typical content-based, or'RTM,

genérali;ﬁtion:
For all subjects S, and all declarative
sentences P and Q in our language, if S has a

belief which can .be attributed by a sentence

of the form “S believes that if p then g" andég

if S cqmes to have a belief which can be o

attributed by a sentence of the form 'S
believes that p" then S';ill ébme to haQé a
belief éhich can be attributed by a sentence
of the form "s bgiieQés that g" where ’‘p’ is
replaced by P and ’q‘; is replaced by Q
throughout.
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work in psycholinbuistics suggests th children learn

grammar over a beriod of time. Iﬁ developing learning
theories, we want to be able to say that the rule fhat
the child learns at three years old is the same rule
that the adult knows, that is, we want to be able to
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15. Ibid., p. 173\) ' - 4

16. Ibid\ “p. 174. ' . : .



» - -~

Jerry Fodor, in "yeﬁhodological Solipsism Considered
. as a Research Strategy in cOgnitiVe PSycﬁbiogy "1 shows

.that the condltxons on the.type—ldentlflcatlon of mental

states in .folk psychology are not strictly formal, but are

A Y

. partly semantic.. In particular, Fodor shows that

v . \

-referentia{ considerations play a'role in the -ascription
.ok‘beliefs involving pronouns and defionstratives, bécquse
sugh terms are typically construed as feferringu even when

. -

they occqr°in what are otherwise opaque contexts.. For

. ) P N - - .
examp if Misha thinks of Sam "h: feels faK:C"T\agg‘Sam‘
. @ T e : ~ .
thinks of Misfhia "he feels faint", then  t folk

‘psychological theorist will ascribé different (de_dicto)
: beliefs to the two subjects, despite the fact that the
tokens "in their heads" are formally identical.

_ The formality eohdition requirgs that the contents of

. mental representatiens > supervene on their formal -

;ropafties.z If referential factors only play a role in

’

‘mental state ascriptions involving pronouns and demon-

"stratives, sthen the RTM.theorist miglit simply deny that
‘there are any genuinely “indexical beliefs, claiming that

thg .language of thought contains proper names where‘

'aatural language belief ascripé}bns contain indexicals.

b

The tokens in Misha’s and ‘Sam’s heads' when they each

.3
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.
believe that the'o;het‘ feels. faint would, on this
- proébsal! be formally distinct, and a computational
' psychology would be able to assign them different beliefs
without J;:;;ting the formality condition.
The prod¥m Fodor points to ‘in "Hethodological.
‘olips‘.ism" seems to extend beyond indexicals, however, as
is indicated by a now well-known set of examples. 1In ‘
Pu_t:nam;s-example,3 the inhabitants of twin-earts use the'
voqéble "water" ‘Lo refer not *to Hzo, but to a
superficiaily similar but chemically different liquié XYZ.
Putnam.uses twin-earth examples to argue tfat the meaning
:of natural kind terms is not in the head, bﬁt is partly
deterhhined by the caugal history of the use of the terp.
If Putnam is right, then I and my twin;earth doppleganger
mean different things when we uttér the words "water is
. _ »
wet", and the beliefs qnaerlyihg our assertion of t§E§eﬂ
words have different conteﬂis, despite the fact that out
" mental itates are formally identical... A bgychological
theory which type-identified éur beliefs in respect of
theif contents would seeﬁinqu have to say that w ve
different beliefs, despite the fact that we are related to
formally identical belief tokens. '
-~ Ih Tyler Bﬁrgé;; example,4 an ihdividual, Burt,
. b believes that he has arthritis in his thigh, not knowing

-

that.arthritis is only a diseage of the joints. He,aio

—————

-. asked to compare Burt with a second subject, physically .




. - )
and functionally identjcal to Burt, who lives in a
ccamunity where the term “arthritis" is used to refer to a
disease which affects. not . only the 301nts but the long

bones of the legs as well. This second 1nd1v1dual has a

belief that he would express by the form of words "I have

aythritis in my “high". The intuition that Burge’invites

‘us to share is that Burt and his twin have different (de

dicto) beliefs, that whatever twin-Burt believes, it is

not a belief about arthritis. The two subjects are
physically,. functionally, and (up to the time when Burt
learns that he is mistaken about arthritis) behaviodrally
identical, yet fheir thoughts have different contents,

Burge argues, because 'meaning is partly determined by

social factors outside the individual. If Burge is .

" correct, ‘then Putnam’s dictum that meaning isn’t ih -the

head applies to all general terms, not just to natural
kind terms.

In this chapter I shall consider what, if any, import
the Putnam and Burge examples have for theory development

in psychology. Burge takes Ehe-thought,experiments to |

show_tﬁat the content of propositional attitudes is not -

" supervenieht én non—intentignélly specifiable propertiws

. <«
or states of the individual subject. He concludes that a

sighifJCSnt portion of psychology is, and will continue to
be, ngn_inﬂjxiﬂygljg;ig Burge defines individualism in

ppychology as follows: . )

-




According to individualisa about the mind, the
mental natures of all a person’s or anlnal 8
mental states (and events) are such that there
is no necessary or deep individuative relation
between the individual’s being in states of
those kinds and the nature of the individual'’s

physical or social environment. 5
L)

As Burge understands the thesis, individualism about

the mental holds that mental states are gupervepnient on
non-lntentlonally spec1f1ab1e states of the 1nd1v1dual
subject.6 In denying that psychology is individualistic,
Burge is claiming that the individ;;tion'df mental state
types depends on the possessor's‘egvirohment or social
context, Such-thét a person’s mental states may vary yitﬁ
his environment or social context, while hi hysical,
neurological, ’and functional states, 1i.4. his
" non-intentionally specifiable states, remain cdnstant. If
Burge is right that contextual features pldy role in
ciet_ermining the content of mental states, ahd that’
gsychology type-indid!duates. mental states by their
content, then psychology seemingly violates the formalfty
‘condition, siﬁce the formality condition requires that the
;SREent. of ‘mental states supervenes on formally
épeéifiable'propertiei of the individual subject.
Wﬁgt is .Bﬁrée’s evidence -for gtﬁe clailh that

hology is non-individualistic? 1In pafficular, dg» the

v

- -
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experiments strongly suggest that: attribﬁtions of
propositional attitudeg in everyday discourse are not
individualistic (a question to be examined Selowf? one
might hold that theoretical psychology is or should be
individualistic, relying on theoretical constructs
different from the notion of content employed by folk

psychology. Burge, however, argues that the methods and

- presuppositions of psychology, as it is currently
2]

practiced, are non-individualistic, and are likely to

-continue to be so. Bufge claims that in describing and

explaining the activities of cognitive agents, psychology

makes use of interpreted that-clauses and other

intentional constructions which are subject to the thought

experiments. This use, he claips, isAﬂot merely heuristio
or instrumental; furthermore, there is no well-articulated
individualistic language which could teplace- the non-
individuali;tic language that psychology is currently
committed to. '

Burge’s arguments against individualism in psychofogy

are based on claims about how psychology is actually

‘practiced. I shall discuss Burge’s arguments at lengtﬁ

below.'(First, however, I would like to consider an

argunent that purports to establish that individuation in

psychology must be individualistic .if psycholo@y is to

[

N

count as a science.
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" Jerry Fodor, in w.’ gives an a priori

argument for the claim that ;;sychology should be
individualistic. According to Fodor, »individuation in .
science is always W"B If psychology is to
be scientific, he concludes, it should taronomize mental
states individualistically. Furthermore, he claims, "if ;
mind/brain supervenience goes, the intelligibility, o'f

9

mental causgtion goes with it."" I shall argue that

Fodor’s claims about ‘individuation in science are false,

y

at least outside the basic sciences of physics and
chemisiry. A non-individualistic psychology need not be
"unscien_tific", nor must it make-a mystery of mental N
causation. In what follows I shall hot argue tﬁat
psychology does or should taxonomize Burge’s way: 1 am
-concerned merely to show that Fodor’s g'p:_j,b_:_i afgument
does not establish that ‘pgy;:hology should be
individualistic.

A few remarks about terminology. I shall use the -tZrm
."indiv1dualism" as Burge uses it - to refer to a thesis
about individuation in ‘psycholoqy (in pax"ticula-r, the
thesis that mental states supervene on non-intentionally
specified states of the individual subject). Fod;r uses
the term somewhat difﬁerently; He defines M

individualism as "the doctrine that psychological lta€.3



are individuated with respect to their causal powers."!'®

This thesis, I shall argue, is compatible with anti-
: individualism of the Burgean sort (i.e. non-super—.
Venigpce). To add to the terminological confusion, Fodor
sometimes talks ’of non-psychological theories being

- -

individualistic (as in the claim that individuation in

science is always indiv?dualistic) although he does not
explicitly define a notion of individualism that applies
to all of science. Fodor’s claim that individuation in
science is always individualistic is most plausibly
interpreted as the claim that scientific theories ’
individuatg states and engéties by reference to their
local micro-structure. Anfi-individualism (of the Burgean
sort) is incompatible with this tltesis.
. _ Fodor begins with an analogy. He defines two .
predicatES, "is an H-particle at t" and "is a T-particle
_at t" such that a particle is either an H-particle or a

T-particle at a particular time depending upon whether a

.-~ particular dime of Fodor’s is heads up or tails up at that
timei By siﬁﬁly turning over his dime, Fodor can change
every particle in the uﬂiverse from an H-particle td a '
T-particle, and back‘aqain. H; cla@ms that a particlg
ph&sics that counted such relational bredicates among its
explanatory resources would be "mad"® because "particle

physics, like every other branch of science, is in the

business of causal explanation; and whether something is
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theories individuate entities by their causal powers."

an B-,(T—):particle is irrelevant to its causal °
11l v

powers. "
‘Fodor’s argument depends on the claim that scientific
12,13

Two things have the sene—causal powers if and only if they

have the same causal consequences across nbmologically
possible'contexts.14
theory, aceording to Fodor, is . that it type-distinguishes
entities which have the:same causal powers. A genuinely
scientific theory, Fodor claiﬁs, would typé—identify‘two
objécts which differ only in that one is an H-particle and
the other is a T-particle. | ' T

The mental states of :the two protagonists in the
thought experiments are élleged to be anglogous‘to two
particles which differ only in that one is ‘an H-pargicle
and the other is a T-particle. ‘Fodor claims that the

- .
mental states of the two twins when they utter the words

. A Y

“I desire a glass of water" have the shme«qausal powers. A
Insofar as psychology is interested in causal explanaﬁion,

he concludes, it should type-identify their ment%! state'l
Apd*if, as Fodor is willing to concede to Burgé, conno;[
sense psycholéﬁy type-distinéhisheh the two staté;fxsﬁzhen
the individuation critéria employed by J;cientif%c
psychglogy and Sy its folk cpunterpart arq‘just different..

Fodor considers two objections to the above argument.

., According to the first objection, the mental states of the

®

.
- «
‘ A

The problem with H- and T- particle *-



twins have different causal powers: mine -have causal
powers with respect to hzo and my twin’s have causal
powers with respect to XYZ. Fodor 'respohds that -

nonetheless, the causal powers of the two states are the .'-
o *
same; causal powers are to be compared across contexts,

not within contexts:

o

What 1s relevant to the ldentlty of causal
powers is the following- pair of
counterfactuals: (a) If his utterance
(thought) had occurred in my context, it would
have had the effects that my utterance
(thought) did have; and (b) if my utterance
(thought) had occurred in his context, it
would have had the effectsgg that his utterance
(thought) did have. For our utterances
{thoughts) to have the same causal powers,
both of these counterfactuals have to be
true. 16

Fodor claims that both of the counterfactuals are
true, because if I say "bring water" on twin-earth my
utterance produces XYZ, and.if my twin says "bring water"
here her utterance produces H,O. So, the two mental
states seem to have the same effects when evaluated
relative to the same contexts. It doesn’t follow,
however, that the two.mental’statea have the same causal
powers.'sinca, accordimg to‘T@dor,.two states have éhe-\*~
same causal powers if and only 4f they ‘have the same
causal consequences in all nqmoiogically possible_warldé,
the two counterfactual canditionals in the passage quoted.
above provide only a necessary cb;dition for .the identity

-F
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of causal powers of the twins’ méﬂial_staEEET;Bot a
sufficient condition. If there exists a nomologically
possible world where thg utterance of tpg form of words
"bring water" by an earthian and by a twin-ea;&hiqp have
different effects; then the-two utterances (thoughts) have
different causai powers. The following would seem to be
such a context: suppose most twin-earthlings know that XY2
does not ,occur on earth. Although they. cannot refer to
water -- never having been in causal contactvwith it --
they do know that the stuff earthlings call ‘water’ is
chemicaily different from their own ‘water’. When a
visiting mondlingual earthling say; "bring water" the
twin-earthlings do nothing -- they know that the earthling
is asking for something non-existent on twin-earth. A
request for ’‘water’ by a twin-earthling in the same
context,-of course, produces XYZ. The two utterances
(?houghts), therefore, have different effects in this
context. It would seem, then, that a theory which
individuates states By their causal ﬁowers should count
the two states as type-dist}nct.

" . The first objection to Fodor’s aréument that
psychology should ' individuate - mental .§tates
inq;vidualistically' claips that the subjects’ mental
states have different causal powers py'vig&ge of having
different refergpts-’ A second objgction claims that the

-

subjects’ mental states have different causal pdwers by

L]
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e " virtue of producing-AIEf;féhf behaviours, WEE?Q behaviour

- is construed intentionally. For exampie; my desiring
sonetﬁing to drink causes me to ask for a gl;ss of water.
My twin never asks for water --, her thirst produces a
request for a different liquid. Our bodily movements in
producing these behaviours are the same, of course; but
. construals of behaviour as bodily movements.sgrve little
purpose in psychology; the relevant constrﬁals of
behaviour for psychélogy are intentional.

Fodor has two replies to the second objegtion. His

first straieqy is to argue that if behaviour is to be,
findividuated such that the twins’ behaviour counts as
fype-distinct, then not only should we cénclude that the
“ © twins’ mental states are different -- by parity of
. argument we should also qonclude that théir'ggg;g states

are different:
&

My twin -is in a brain state that eventuates
in his uttering the form 'of words "Bring
water". I am in a.brain state that eventuates
in my uttering the &£orm of words "Bring
water": If our uttering these forms of words
counts as our behaving differently, then it
looks as though our brain .states differ in
their behavioural consequences, hence in their
causal powers, Rence in the state types of
which they are tokens. :

<4 .

”

N

17

Fodor’s argument is ‘intended as a reductie ad °
absurdum of the claim that the twins’ behaviour is type-

distinct. It can be recofstructed as follows:




(1) Suppose we count the behaviour of the twins as
type-distinct.

(2) Béhaviour is a causal consequence of Rrain states.’

(3) So, the causal powers.of the brain sf7tés of the twins

are different. (from 1 and 'é) /

(4)-Scie;tific theories individuate states by their causal
powers. (general principle) - ' ' !

(5) So, the brain states of the twins are type-distinct.
(from 3 and 4, tbgeth;;*azih the fact that neurology, ;he.
theory which individﬁétéé brain states, i's a scientific
theogy) - , . ]

rd

(6) But it is absurd to think that the brain states of the
- - . , ‘
twins are type-distinct simply because they live in worlds

w1th dlfferent liquids. 18
(7) Hence, we should pot count tﬁe behaxlouz of the’ tw1ns
as typg-dlstlnctt . ’

There‘are'}{ number of ipdependent problems with
Fodor’s afgument. I Shailrargue Seloﬁ that the gegeral,
principle that scientific theofieé individuate entities by
their . causal powers (line 4) needs té be qualified.
First, though, a problem with the inference from (1) and
(2) to (3) can be brought out by a simple example
Coﬁsider two phyéical;y identical boxes (B1 and Bé), each
rigged up with an-amplifier and speaker. Machines of.this
type emit sounds under §ar4ous specifiabie conditions.

Suppose that B. in the relevant conditions emits sounds at

1 "

«

:
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‘two boxes are different.

The argument could be continued,  im the fashion of Fodor's

L J (N
o

the pitch middle C.- B however, is sitgated in an

27
environment with a denser atmosphere and in the relevant
conditions it emits sounds pitched an ocfave lower. Now
consider the following argument: |

{la) Suppose we count the sounds eﬁitted:by the rtwo boxes
as tfpe:ﬁistiﬁétE

(2a) The emitted sounds are causal cohsequences of the

physical states of the-.boxes.

{3a) So, the cauSal‘powefs\of the physicél states of the o

]

argument,'to the conclusion that' the physical states of .

the boxes should be type—distiﬁguished, but since it would

be absurd to do so simply because their environments are -
different, ‘we shoulhp_; type-distinguish the sounds

emitted by the boxes. \

There is clearly somethihg' wrong with the a’bQVe

>

argument. 'The two boxes are by Hypctnésrs physically
identica'l: they ther:ef?)re have the same causal powers.
But doesh it follow th_é.t%bxes' "behaviour" (th.e‘ sounds
emitteé) m&%g be type-idéntified? Surely not. - A
difference in 'their gnv_trori‘ménts, not a difference in ,
their causal powers, accounts for the fact that the ‘boxes
produce differéht sounds. But whatever, the reason,‘yé‘do
type-&'ist:ingui'sh the sounds; the type;indi\r‘idﬁatioh of i

sounds is ./sensitive to factors other than the causal,"

.
-
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_powers of the thing producing the sounds.

_If the principle at line 4 is correct then our
taxonomic .practices with .respect to sounds are not
§gign;iﬁig: but the, argument is intendéd to'establish‘
something qgigeléifferent - that type-distinguishing the
sounds is inggngig;én; Qith type-;dentitying the physical—

° states (or causal powers) of the boxes that produce the

sounds. No such inconsistency has_been established, nor

is the claim independently plausible, given that both

-

individuative practices are well-en%fenched.

The same can be 31d of the behaviour of the twins.
. \

THe issue in the present context is not whether a practice

.

which ' type-distinguished the twins' .behaviour |is

scientific, .it |is whether it 1is consistent with

'_type;iaentifying their brain states. Fodor has offered no

reasont to thlnk that it isn’t. Anti-individualists

!
propose to - type indlviduate behaviour partly by reference:

" to tits coﬁtéxt. “In doing so they are ggnging that

behavxour supervenes on the causal powers of brain states,

that is, they are denying that the protagonists must be in

dlfferent brain states. Whether or not 890h a pqsition is -

QSCLentlfic" (an issue to be addressed below), it is =

certainly not incoherent.
 The inference from (I) and (2f;to (3).is not valid
without an assumption that behaQ}dural types supervené.on

brain types, which is the very questioh at issue. (1)

°
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says that the twins' aviour is ;m-ciistinct. The
\ptoper construgl of (2) is that behavioural events (i.e.
;_ngng) are causal cpnsequences of brain states. - To

conclude that the causal powers of brain ététes (i.e.

’

brain: state .;msi) are distinct is to assume’ that there
"can be no difference in Pe'paviodral Etygg without a
difference i.n‘brain ,'statg 'ct;rpe,‘ which is‘ just to assume
that behaviou}r\ (t.ypes)’ supgrv‘ene:.?n brain states ('t)frpes)...
" This assumpti'on; of coursé, is exact.}'y what the
anti-indﬂbiduaiist dénies.

- To summarlze-- type-alstmgulshing the behav1our ~of
the twins is clanned bprodor to lead to the unacceptable
- \ L d
.concl.us:.or;). tha.t-the th.ns are in different brain states.
‘ The cénclusidn'of tge‘rgggg_t_ig'Qas«been blocked: we need
e Y \ . :
-not type-distinguish the braif states of tha twins on the

.

‘aSsumptlon that their behav1our is dlfferent because the
' _'Lnference from type—distinct effects to type-distinct

causal powers :I:s not valid wlthout the question-begging
.assumption that behavidural types sugervene on brain .
| typés. .

It mhht be noted that the failur; of” Fodor'’s
argunent should give no comfort to the anti individualist
The original ‘t‘g\ment that the twins’ mental states. are

ype-distinct chause their bel‘viour is. type-distinct has '

the same form as both deor 8 argunent and the. "box"

parjy All three arguents rely on the unsupporibd
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.assumption that type-distinct effects imply type-distinct
causes. Even if the -(intentionally const;ueé) behaviour
of the twins js type-distinct, it doesn’t follow that
their sentaI states have'different causal powers, nor that
their mental states should be type—dlstlngulshed. To

-~

argue that 1t does is to assume that behav1oura1 types

supervene on mental state types. This assumption needs
19

independent argﬁ?eht, since an individualist might.argué
that .the behaviours of thé twins are type-distinct ne;
because. their mental states are type-distinct.bgt because
their snvironments are different.

?

Fod?r has a second reply teithe objectlon that since
the behatlour of the twins, 1ntent10na11y construed, is
type-élstlnct ’%helr mental states shouid be
type-dlstlngulshed. He ;extends ths_ analogy - between
non-individualistic psychelogy and He and T-particie

theory, pointing out that an H-.and T-particle theorist

might justify his individuative practices by arguing as

~ follows: H-~ and T-particles do indeed have different

causal povers -- H;partieles.gﬁter into (cause) H-particle

intera;tions and T-particles enter intc'(cause) T-particle

interaétians. According to Fodor, this move is analogo&s

to the claim that the behaviour of theq twins is type-

distinct, hence their mental states ate type-distinct.'
.

Both moves; he cleims, are illegitimate.

Fodbr is right about this. Bqth_arguments'commit the

L]
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’discussed below, wh

istinct causes.

. fallacy discussed earlier -- assuming,::ithout argument,

thac.type—distinct effects imply t
From the claim fhat‘H- and T-interactions are type-
distinct events it doesn’t automatically follow that the
particles involved in their'causes are type-distinct. But
let’s consider what would be requ1red to fix up the two
arqpnents. In the twins case we need (1) an argumenc that
the cwins’ hehaviou: is type-distinct, aqd (2) an arguméht

that the type-distinct behaviours are ‘best explained by

._type-distinct mental states (rather than by, say, aspects

of theii different environments). Analogously, the H- and
T-particle thedrist needs (1) an argument that
"H-interactions® and "T-interactions™ are indeed type-
distinct events, and (2)  an argument tcat these.type—'
distinct events are best explaimed by reference .to
type-distinet pafticles which,cause.them. As I have been
at pains to point out,‘both-argumehts_lack (2).

‘-  what about (1)? Anti-individualists (notably Burge)
have argued that folktpsychplbgy taxonomises behaviour in
such a way that the behaviour of theﬂcwins Qould count as

typnédistinct. Tne,argume for this claim will be

is important in the present context

is thdt such individuative principles ate alleged to be

part of an established practice. | By‘contrast, the move by

e H- and T-particle theorist to type-distinguish

-interagtions™ and "T-interactions" is completely agd




bhec. In fact, the real problem with H- and T-particle

theory, I suggest, is not that there is anything in

principle wrong with the way it individuates entxtles
(i.e. "relationally"), but that it seems to do no genyine
explanatory work. The explananda of H- and T-particl
theory "exﬁlanations" cannot be-formulated independently

-~

of reference to the properties of being an H- or

-l
‘T-particle. Individuating entities as H- or T-particles
seems silly because the theory sheds - no light on any
questions which can be motivated or formulated outside the
theory, not because there is anything in principle wrong
with individuating entities or states reldtionally.

I would now like to examine the principle at the
heart of Fodor’s argument that a scientific theory must
taxonomize eritities or states by their causal powvers.
Fodor’s claims about individuative practices in science
actually rest on two general principles:

4 . . . . .
Methodologjcal point: Categorization in
science is characteristically taxonomy by
causal powers. Identity of causal powers is
identity of causal consequences across

nomologically possible worlds. . y .
Reint: Causal powers supervene on

local micro-structure. 20«
*The correct construal of the methodological point, I
shall argue, is compatible with non-individualistic
taxononic principles. Fodor’s metaphysical point, at

~

least outside of the basic sciences of physics and




.
chemistry, is sinpiy faise.

The claim that science indiviguates states by their
causal powers is false if taken to mean that a scientific
theory individuates states by all their  causal powers.
Rather, scientific theories individuate states by their
rglgggnﬁ causal powers, where relevant is specified by the
theory in question. Other causal powers may simply be
ignqred because tﬁéy are deemed irrelevant with respect to
the explanatory concerns of the éheory.A For example,
suppose tﬁ;t_two subjects give similar responses in a

series of psychological test situations, the only
. <

difference in their responses béipgta variation in their
reaction times. Such a défference presumably indicates

’ - . L )
some neurcological difference. 1It_is hot- obvious, however,

that a psgyshological fheory qfst respact this difference
in the.céusal.power of the subject’s brain states in

) ﬁype-individuating their mental states. The differgngg in

. : X
reaction times may be construed as a measure of the

¢omplexity of undeflying psydhological ¢(6r computatiaonal)
operations, or it may simply ;; deemed an irrelevant

difference from the point of view:.of psycholpqy. If the
psychologlcal theory type-ideﬂ%ifiés their mental'states
in spi%e of the. nﬂurological difference, then the ‘

- subject’s merital states will have the game causal powers,

while their brain states have different -causal powers.

How is this possible, if a mental state just jis a brain
~ : - »

-




° state? ?ﬂg answer. ig that the causai powers of a state
can only'hg specified relative to a particular way of -
individuating the state. Brain.states and.nental states,
then, always have different causal powers. Cau;al powers

are the properties in virtue of which events (states), so

individuatedh are subsumed under causal laws. The causal

powers of mental states, gqua mental'stqtes, are mental
properties; they are juét those properties of the event
(state) in virtue of which it falls under psycholoéical
laws. The causal powers of brain statégj qua braini-
states, are neurological propétties: they are just those
-fpmoperties in'vtrtue‘of'which’the event (state) falls

uhder neurological laws. Since mental properties are not

‘identical to neurological properties the causal powers of

tom

ders, then, needs to be qualified. Genérally,

some of an event's (state s) causal powers are
relevant to its type-individuation by a particu%af theory.
Which of a brain'state's causal powers are relevant to its
type-individuation as a ﬁental state depend in part Sh '
what the tsybholg?ical theory is intended to explain.

‘The methodological point, by itself, doesn't specify
what kinds of properties qualify ‘as causal powerp. Causal
powers are just those pt:pert;es in virtue of which a

state (event) ‘is subsumed under causal 2aws. Thé

v
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i Ti.* In other words, the causal powers postulated by’ .

~

stipulation that identity of:causal powers is- identity of _

causal cbnsequences across nomologically possible contexts
doesn’t restrict the kinds of properties that can be
causal properties. . Since the Eausal povers of a state can
only be specified relative to a particular way of
}ndividuéting the state, the stipulation simply says that
two states (events) are subsumed under the same qgusal

laws by a theory just in case the states (events) have the

same effects across nomologically possible contexfs, when

the effects jin question are individuated in accordance
with the theory. A ps&chological theory which
typ;ldistinguished the twins’ mental states, thereby
subsuming them é?dii d{fféggnt causal lawg; would also

type-distinguish at least some of the effects of their
»

r

mental states ‘in some‘cqntexts, jusé in virtue of the fact

th%; the states fall under different causal laws.
Fodor'»w métaphysical point, however, .does put
constraints on what propertles ‘can count as causal powers.
The follpwépg"is .a plausible. ;nterpretation of the
metaphysicéi point:~whdf§ T1 is-a theory which specf&ieg
Fhe_nicrafstructure of entities individuated by T2,

tecognizes no difference in causal péhers unless there is

a corresponding difference in causal powers recognized by'

A ]

»

nacro-level theory mng on the causal powers
postulated by the micro-theory. If Fodor’s "metaphysical

67
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o
point® is correct, it would seem to rule:out'a difference

in the causal powers of subjects’ mental stgées without a
diﬁférence in the causal powers of their brain states,
that is, it would seem to rule out type-ihdividuatinb
mental states as the anti-individualists suggest.

The conjunction of Fodor’s two claims entails that
individuation in . science always supérvenes on local
micro-structure. Is this claim supborted by scientific
practice? 1In fact, it is not hard To find counterexamples
to Fodor’s sweeping claim. Fodor even produces some,
himself 'when he says

...the sciences are forever cfoss—cutting one
another’s taxonomies. Chemistry doesn’t care
about the distinction between streams and
lakes, but geology does. Physics doesn’t care

" about the distinction between bankers and

butchers, but sociology does....things in
Nature overlap in their causal powers to
various degrees and in various respects; the
‘sciences play these overlaps, each in its own
‘way. 21

By parity of arbument, nehrology doesn'f care about the

distinction between the twins’ menteh states, although

psycholoqy might. Notice that what is common to the above

exémples ¥s that the principle that individuation
supervenes on local'micro~structure is violated: it is

claimed that taxonomy in geoloqy and sociology do not

.‘

super’ene on taxonomy in chemistry and physics

respectively. To say that chemistry doesn’t care about
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the distinction between streams and lakes but that geology
does is to say that geology recognises distinctions that
are not grounded in local micro-structure. In fact, many
scientific theories employ individuative pringiples which
take account of features of the history or environment of

22 Fodor does not

the states and objects they describe.
try to argue ﬁhat geoloéical theories are any ‘less
lscientific for the fact that they individuate entitids
non-locally (i.e. non-individualistically). Nonetheless,
he does argue that a scientific ps'y.chology, to be"
§_¢_;_gm;_;,j_1_g, ‘must not violate individualism. = But surely
what’s go enough for geoiogy should be good enough for
psychology. |

. Since causal powers are the properties of /an event or
state in virtue of which it is subsumed undex a causal
la{w, to say that scientific theoriei; taxohom.ize by
reference to cah powers is simply to s.a_y. that ,
scientific theories postulate caﬁsal laws. Fodor’s worry,
and the intuition underlying his "metaphysical pointi"' '
seems to be that 1f a theory does not taxonomize by
.referex_'nce to local micro-structure, &s non-individualistic
‘ psys:holdgy does not, its "laws" are not ;:ausal laws.
Indeed, he says "if mind{brain supervenience g.'oes, the'
intelligiiailftﬁ of.menta;l,causation goes with it.»23
Accgfding to Fodor, for the mental states of twins to have

difierent causal powers there would have to be.a mechanism

69




connecting (the causal powers of) each subject’s mental
state with relevant features of the environment, without ‘p—
affecting the subject’s physiology (since the two subjects

are, by hypethesis, physiologically identical). But,
’ . /
Fodor claims, "there is no such mechanism; you can‘’t

affect the causal powers of a person's mental states

24

without affectiﬁg pis physiology." To avoid postulating

» »
- "crazy causal mechanisms™ (or action at a distance), he

concludes, we musf éay that the tyins"hental states have
the same causal powefs,'and any scientific psychology
should type—ldentlfy thenm. N

The idea seems to be that if the twins’ mental states
are type-distinct (have different causal powers) in virtue
of the faét.shat tﬁey 1ive‘fh worlds with different
liquiQS, then the liquias (Heo'and xizirespeétively) must
cause their d{ffergnt mental Qfates: hut the only way ;hg
env}ronmeﬁ; can affect their minds is by 3ffecting-tﬁeir _ .
bodies; singe tﬁe twihs'are;'by hypotheéig,,Egzgigaiiyf’“”*‘k‘\
identical, to claim. that their mental -state® are ,
type-distinct is to invoke "action at a distance".

Bufgezs' has pointed out' that Foaor’g. reasoning
confuses causation with individuation. The proper

construal of the anti-individualist claim is not that

differences in the environments cause a differencelin the

Jiwins; mental stéfes, but rather that environmental

, factors are relevant tphthe type-individuation of their

A ’ - -

R ’
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mental ‘states. Our theori‘es and the taxonomies employed

by them are not caused by: ‘the world in any literal sense;
qué'stions of explanatory comprehensiveness, simplicity,
etc. always Play a role in defermining a taxonomic scheme.
In'.response to the charge of conflating causation and
individuation, Fodor claims that a theorist cannot both
ind:ividuace non-locally ( i.e. take into account. features
- of context) and individuate by causal powers. Fodor’s
response rests on the coéency of his "metaphysical point",
that caucal powers supervehe on local micro-structure. .
But we ‘have seen that scientific theories sometimes

ind1v1duate non-locally. ®*There 1s no reason to Ehink that-

the laws of biology .and geology are not causal: they%

. certainly purport to ke, an_d they do not assume adny crazy

causal mechanisms or action at a distance. The

"metaphysical point™ is simply unsupported. by scientific

/practice,' at least outside the bagic sciences o‘f phyaics
and che}nistry. Without the metaphysical point, however',
Fodor’s case 'ageinst ‘anti-dndividualist psychology ‘
collapses: the principle t.;'nat science individuates by
reference to caosal powers is. not itself incompetible with
anti- individualism. _
In summar;': Fodor’s argument that  a scientific

psychology should be individualistic rests ‘on dubious
principles not wéll-supported by scientific practice. The

issue between Fodor and Burge cannot, I helieve, be .




settleda by appeal to general metaphysical ‘or
methodological principles. . o ‘ ' .

ividua

. . .
I shall take it as egtablished that no a priori argument
can show that taxonomizing entities . non-—individual-

istically is "unscientific" or otherwise methodologically

suspect. In the rest of this chapter I shall consider

whether there are any compelling reasoﬁs to think that
psychology, in particular, either should or should not be
indiyidualistic in its taxonomic practices. I shall.

concentrate on Tyler Burge’s arguments in "Individualism

-

< .
and Psychology" for the claim that much of psychology 'is

non-individualistic. s

'Y L]

Before getting to Burge’s arguments I Qould like to
con§ider an example of Ned Block’s which Fodor claims
shows that psychologists do 1n fact individuate mental

‘states 1ndiv1dualistically.. ’ -

a

...imagine a psychologist (call her Psyche...)
who 1is studying the etiology of food )
‘preferences, and wha happens to have both
Oscar and[zg car2 in her subject .
population. Now, on the intuitions that
 « Burge invites us to share, Oscar and Oscar2
- have different food preferences‘ what Oscar
- prefers to gruel is brisket, but what Oscar?2 .
prefers to gruel is brisket2...,If (Psyche]
discounts Oscar and Oscar2, she’ll be able to,

-
.
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say - as it might ba -- that there are two
determinants of food preference: 27.3 percent
2, ©of the variance is genetic and the remaining

> 72.7 percent is the result of early training.
: . I1f, hpwvever, she counts Oscar and Oscar2 in,
. and if she counts their food preferences the,

- way Burge wants her to, then she has to say
that there are three sources of variance:
genetic endowment, early training, “and
linguistic < But surely it’s mad
to say that linguistic affiliatidn_is per se a

- determinant &f food preference, how could it
‘ be? P 27

LY
pd

. Fc&er goes on to-suggest that Psyche ought tc
B preserve her hypothesis that -thére are only two
dererminants of;food preference by cdﬁnting the two Oscdrs
as having the “same prefqrences. Fodor'’s 'argument again

depends upon conflating causation and individuation. He

sa?s."if there is sucﬁ'a difference fin the Oscars’
preferences], then there muet‘be some mechanism which can .
connect the causal powers of Oscar’s mental states with

) 4 " thé character’ of his linguistic affiliation- without
. . 2"8 .
, : affecting his phvsiological constitutjon.”"”- But a

psy'cho'l ogist who type-distinguishes the Oscars’
preferehdes on the grounds that they are members of

L

. different linguistic communities is not thereby ., :’

hl ") N
postulating linguistic. affiliation as a third cause of,

: . . RV
. their preferences, so there is né need for a mechanism;to.
~ t

connect the linguistic coq?unity with the subject's “mental

states. Rather she isltaking linguistic affiliation to be
' - a factor relevant for the individuation -of prhferences.




. . R
/ i -

<. *

To count 1inguistic affiliation as relevant for

_indi\d.duating preferences is bonpatible with holding that ’
thére are only two causes of curtfent preferences -
genetlcs and early training. .

If'-’a psyiholpgist relies upon a subject’s verbal_
reports as evidence of his preferences,‘ then she must
underst_and -the commitments of .the subject’s language in
specifying what his preferences are.‘ Suppose one of
%sy_che; s subjects speaks' an old Engiish dialect;.;\and
under'stends "meat" to include nuts. Clearly it would be
- incorrect for hei' to construe‘ this suhject' s claim thafj he -
dislikes "meat" as expressing the same preference as
expressed by a homophonic'uttera:nce’by a modern English .
speaker. (To type-identify t-heir preferences ims to. miss an
'important'; difference, betyeeri the two: one shuns nuts, the

 other doesn’t. ';'he' difference in. their food-directed. -
behaviour £an only be expl:i\bd by a difference 1n their
preferences, which in ‘turn might best be explained by some
'difference in. genetics or early training. Since the
subjedt's language obviously \determines hoyt he ge_ggr_ib,eg
his preferencest a theoridk who relies on verbal r:eports
as evidence of preferences must unde;’stand the subject’s

languag'e to know what preferences afre being expressed .It
is a further question, though how the ;;\9_9119_; chooses to

dgscribe the subject’s preferences.. .__She can.preserve

L

distinctions in the‘ ‘sidject’s language in her own - $




"gieoretical vocabulary if she chooses, or Bhe “can ignore
thel What she’ ‘will do,will depend, in part, on her
e:tplanatory goals, e.g. is she trying to explain

4 food-directed befhaviour? The best individuative scheme"

'w‘ill‘ be one ‘'which =1lows. her to capture interesting

gene.ralizations, given her explanatory- goals. ;(
SECT
Fodor s arz:t has the appearance of resting on

L ’

observed featur psychological practice. It doesn't

o ¢
- and, no% simply because psychologists do not encounter

subjects who are phys:.ca’lly and functionalIy 1dentica1.
- It rests orf Fodoz“s worries about "ac‘ticn at a dista@ce". .

which I have argued are unf;unded Psych’ologists do-

r"e

hypo.thes:.ze that preferer‘:‘&es are caused by genetics and

.early training, but this - hy‘pothesis is consistent with
4 . LY

non-individualistic type-individuation of preferences. Ay

L4 . .

Burge has two arg\ments from psychological practice
Yy »

‘}hic‘h p,urport to show that individuation, in psychology is
; 3 - sone;‘ines‘ non—individualistic. His first line of argument

; de_pends 'upon the f.act othat psychology attributes

- -+ B

‘ intentidnal nental states to\ agents using ‘interpreted

that-clanses which are subject to the thought experiments- <3

. T .-J g 4 . ‘
) Q’. N . . >
. . v ' ?,

e v ‘- ..I an assuning that [psychol'ogy] saeks fo
b re-!ine,. dcepen, generalize, and .syotanatize

-'.‘ "A.".- . ® . .l’\,...-. ‘ © .
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same of the statelents of .informed common
sense about people’s nentai activity....In
describ and, at least partly, in explaining
> these activities and abilities, psychology
makes use ol interpreted that-clauses and
otHer intensional constructions -- or what we
might loosely call “intentional content". I
have seen no sound reason to believe that this
use is merely heuristic, instrumenealistic, or
gecond class in any other sense. 29

...the generalizations' with c6unterfactual
.force that appear in psychological theories,
- given their standard interpretations, are not .
-all individualistiec. For ordinary
understanding  of the truth conditions, or
' - individuation conditions, of the relevant
B attributions suffices to, verify bﬁe th ought
* experinents. . 30
...if psychology did take the individualistic
route suggested by [functionalist] approaches
:..then its power to illumine the everyday
phenomena alluded to in everyday discourse
would be correspdndingly 11mited. - 31 :

-

Bq;ga;s argument depends upon tgt fact that
that-clauses are our primary means of -ascri¥ing

L] * . f

intentional menjal states, in both.psychologiqal theory -

and everyfay discourse. The thought experiments are then .

alleged to show that content, as individuatqd by

psychological explanation, is non-individualistic.
Even ‘gtanting (1)

. e .- N

that the thought experiments do show" that anvironmental‘.

Burge 8 argument is inconclnsive.

4
and sacial factors play a role in’ (oblique or de dicto)

'attitude ascriptiqns, and (2) that psychology y Rakes use of

interpreted that-clauses in' ascribing propositional
attitudes, it does not follow that peychology individuates

l~ . \
. ’ ’ ' » .
-



’ social.factﬁrs. Brian loar

- -
mental states p'a-!,tly by reference to environmental or
32 hgs.argueg thét the content
.of lenta} rstateé, gs individuated by commonsense
psychological explanation (= pevchological content), is
not, in geqeral,.to be identified with what is.picked out’
by oblique attitude ascriptions (= socjal caontent). Loar
uses a number of examples to show that sameness of~de
dicto or oblique attitide :;cription is neityer necessary
nor sufficient for sameness of psycholé@ical content. ‘
Loar’s. first set,of examples'is-designed to show that
samenéss of 'chligue :abt_titude ascz:‘ip't‘j.on is not sufficient
for sameness of psychologicai coptent."He asks us to
éonsider an qui;sh speaker, Paul, whdtbelieves.that‘he
has arthritis in his ankles. Paul visits Paris and hears

of a disease called "arthrite". Not rgalizing that

‘ ‘"arthritisf and "arBhrite" are intertranslatable, and

being a bit qf-a hyppchondriac} Paul comes to bglieve that
he has two problems with his.ankles. The Jiiﬁent'he‘calis .
marthrite"” he mistakenly bgliéveé to have infected ‘his
. thigh. j Loar concludes that Paul has two Belkefs
conéé;n%pb his ankles, each ;ith distinct psyéhologi;ai
contents, despite'tQQ fact .that only one oblique belief -
ascription is true of.hin-(viz. pe'bélievgs ﬁh;t_hé has'
‘arthgitis;ih his‘;nkles). ioar Agéges as follows: _ﬁ

[ '» .

Had Qg.beeﬂ'less'inclfhed to hypochondria, his '
English belief might have been ingtead that he

L]
. ) g . s \ »
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does not have arthritis in his ankles. Now

that belief would clearly hav been

psychologically consistent with his French

belief that he has arthritis in his ankles,

but not with his actual English belief. 'So

the latter two -have to be distinct in

content.... 33

Loar uses a second type of example to argue the

converse - -— that sameness of oblique attitude ascriptiea.’
is not necessary for sameness of psychological content.
We are asked to-suppose that 'we have found a diary which
we know is by either an earthllng or a twin-earthling,
although we do not know which. One entry says "No
swimming today; we. think the water is too rough".
According to Loar, the reported psychological explanation
loqes nothing from the fact that we do not know whether’

the dLarist is talking about water or some other 11qu1d

'ﬁe understand the psychologlcal'explanatlon, Loar claims,

because we know how the diarist peréonally conceives -

" things. Whether he.is an earthling or a twin-earthling,

the peychological content of hls mental state 'is the same.
' The feature of beiiefs that determines their

type individuation by commonsense psychology, accordlng to
Loar, is their pattern of actual and potential interaction

with,other beliefs, with stimuli and with behaviour, that

.is, their conceptual ‘functional) role. It is onIy as

individuated by their conceptual roles, Loar argues, that

nental'states ard subsumed uinder the generalizations that




‘constitute commonsense paychdlogical theorr

1

Cononsénse psychological explanaticm involvea
various.elementary stryctures in the relations
among beliefs, wants and so on. There are
nativational structures: Xx’s belief that p,«
X’s beliléf that doing-a-brings-about-g-if-p-
is-true, . 'and x‘s desire that g often
cothintly éxplain x’s doing A. There are
inferential structures: x’s believing that p
only if g and x’s belief that may ‘explain
- X’s beélief that g....These st ures .apply- to
beliefs -and. desires only as they are -
appropriately individuated. The: ‘simple .cases
that I have been discussing can be spun dut. in
obvious ways to show that -the appropriate
individuation conditions are ndt - captured by
oblique readings of ordinary  belief
ascriptions. o ) 34

\ L ’. - .\
The grounds for attributing to Paul two type-distinct

beliefs about his ankles is that his French,be%ief and his
English belief have djifferent interacti\:e poténtiai . To
use Fodor’s termihblogy, .they have differeéent cau%a_l
power's.- Paul’s Prehch belief that he has arthritis in his
'ankIes does not interact in the appropriata ‘way with his
English belief that if he has arthritis in his ankles he-
should‘ take aspirin, although his mg,ugh belief that he
-has arthritis in his ankles does. The explana'tory schenmas
of commonsense p;yéhology only subsume- Paul' s mental -
~states as they are individuated by their conceptual roles.
considar once again the diary éntry "No swiming
today:;. the vater is too rougl:., As commonsense

' psychologists (which ye ali' are, at least. in “dur .

)
'-
b

Y
.
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of "narrow" content whieh plays a prominent role. in
. ‘ . - / N .

' objection that there 'is no yay‘tc hpggixx'narrow'ccnteﬁss,

[ 4

~non-philo§ophical nonénts) we would explain the diarist’s

behaviour as foi}ows:'bccause'the diarist believes that

the water is rough and believes also that if the vater is
rough then qme should not swim,'the diarist believes that
one should not swim. If our explanation is chalienged on
the grounds that we don’t know whether the diarist has any,

beliefs about water gﬁ all, then, 1if Loar is right, we

_would likely produce a paraphrase of the original

explanation that makes no c¢ommitment about the kind of
liquid the diarist is talking abojt (e.g. ‘"the diarist—
believes that the local’ sample of the liquid that fills
the oceans and lakes is rough...“)p that is; some §lgglg'
explanation that wculd allow us to subcume the bcliefs of
both ‘earthlings and tcin-garthlinc,\‘rgther than ;Qg

explanations, one adygrting‘tc water and the other to XYZ.
1 . P .
Oon Loar’s view, our original commonsense psychological

e?planation attributes to the diarist only a certain'way

of conceiving of things' in particular, it attributeé

-

‘qpntal states that are inter-related (and related to

stinuli and“behaviopr) in specified'ways, but involves no

connitnent about the enﬁirbnmenb or social context -in
¢ v

which the beliefs are embedded. )
PR
,.Acccrding to Loar, gonceptual role detérmines a kind
) 'Y

GOoRmOngense bsycholod!cal explagation. 1In resﬁonse to the
‘ . . L . -




——=since that-clauses are shot through with environmental and

social presuppositions, Loar argues that we are able to -
individuate méntal states for the purpose of psychological
explanation without a means of specifying psychological’

content dirécily. We get at them in context through

various devices, e.g. we report a‘persqn'glwords along

with other utférané?s or facts that help us to interpret

his words, as in the description of, the examples. If_ twin
cases (i.e. individuals identical, or'more plausibly,

similar ép physical make-up or functional—qrganizatfbn)

were to become common then psychology would probably’
develop‘precise, more convenient ways of_picking out

menfal states (or their conceptual roles), but for now,
outside the philosopher s labOratory, thaf-ciauses serve

well enough. 35 -

,’ It is not my concern to argue that all psychological

: explahations subsume mental states in virtue of their ) =
co;;eptual roles, although I think Loar has assembled a -

persuasiva case that some do. The point T want to make is

a more general one. Burge has incorrectly aséumed that .

just because the.language we use to refer tc mental states

in psychplogical explanatign » involves .social ahd
Tepvironnegfal‘preéupédhitions, that what-is ;g:g;;éh-;g is
itself individuatéd by or specific to'the environmental or
social 'context.."Propertios of belief Aﬂsrinsinng .
'(that—glausés)Zshoﬁld‘ﬂot be attributed withoﬁt.ﬁurthg
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;}Qunent to the mental Staies.that the§ serve to pick out
in psychological tﬁ;ory, especially since it is ; widely
acknowledged fact that belief ascriptions ‘serve purpéses
in everyday’aiscourse besides predicting and explaining

the behaviour #hd cognitive capacitieé of tﬁp subjects to

"whom they are ascribed. Loar’s examples show that ,

sometihes psychological theory individgétes mental states

—

. ‘ 1]
individualistically even ‘though the language it uses to

"refer to these states s no{ itself individualistic. ' The

fhought experiments themselves, then; and the fact that
psychology uses that-clauses in ascribing intentional
content, do not establish that psychology is

hd [}

nop-individualistic in its taxonomic practices.

~ )

Burge’s second line of argumept appeals to David
Marr’s theory of early vision An support of the claim’that
individuative prxétices in psychology involve

.o L ’

presuppdsitions,abqpf the specific nature of the subjecgfs.

enviromnent./‘deptﬁal states, ate alleged to be
individuated by feferehce to the distal stimulus which

gives rise to the image that forms tﬁe input to the visual

systenp. - : ' L , .
. P
- ,:E&Fﬁhii’briefly sketch Marr’s theoryaf,before turning

to Burge’s arguneﬁt. The theory of'v&sion, as conceived

] . .

-
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by Marr, is deployed at three different levels of

description' (1) the MRB.LM which specifies

._.—-'v

tle * function ~ conputed by the visual systen, (2) the

mnmign_m_uggrim, vhich specifies the

a

fe;?resentations which serve as inputs- and ocutputs to the
computaticnal processes which implement ‘the function, as
well as the algerithms which describ'e these proc_esses, and
(3) the m:e_imnlgmenmmp. which characterizes the
physical realization of the representations and

algorithms. Marr stresses the importance .of th'e‘

computational theory, arguing" that the nature of the

coméutational processes underlying vision depemd more upon
the computational problems to be solved than upon the
hardware in which the solutions are reslized.

The'qoal of the visual;system'ig to derive a
representation of three-dinensionai shape from information
contained in two-dimensional imaGes. Marr’s theory

d!vides this task -into four distinct representaticnal

‘ ’stages,-corresponding to. eACh is 3 type of representation,

tokens of which serve as the inputs and/or outputs ‘to the

computational processes that’ effect the derivation of

shape infomtion fron the image..

. The m serVes as the input to the visual system

" and represents the intensity of .illumination at the

retinal sur..face. .Its primitives are the intensity values

at each point in the image. | ' ‘ . -t

1



The primal sketch nakes'explicit certain information
in the image, in-particular, information about: intensity

< changes which will be used by later processes. The
. ‘ .

.

primitives of the primal sketch are such things as

zero-crossings, bl8bs, terminations, edge ségments,

virtual lines, groupé,‘ boundaries, and curvilinear

~.
organization, all abstract properties of the image.

The 2.5-D sketch makes explicit the orientation and

-~
depth of visible surfaces of the .distal scene, and

contours of discontinuities in these surfaces, using a

. L
viewer-centered coordinate frame. The 2.5-D sketch is the
’ N

output of earfy visual préce!ses, Its prim tives include
local surface ' orientatidn, distance from viewer,

discontinuities in depth, and discontinuities' in surface

- -
»

orientation. -
. The 2.5-D sketch serves as the input to/subséqUEnt

processes that construct the 3-D model representation,

- whilh describes shapes and their spatial organization in

.an object-ceritered coordinate .frame, employing a

hierarchical representation that.iﬁaludés volumetric and
, ) L P ,

sﬁzﬁace-primitives.

-

The computational processes to which tokeng of thege

representations serve as ﬁnpuﬁs and/or outputs, up to the ..

. cohstruction of the 2.5-D .sketch, are data-driven

(bottom-upf) processes which rely only on information

contained in the images.. The visual system makes use of

)
.

- .
- ‘ .

-
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certain very\éeneral assumptions about the environment
. that reflect physical constraints on the- pairing of
retinal images with distal shapesfithese~assumptions

. proyide the additional information necessary to:recover

B - sh;;e from the information contained in the images. An

example of such an assumption is Shimon Ullman’s

-assumption, which sayd that "any set of elements
undergoing a two-dimensional transformation that has a
- unigue interpretation as a’ rigid* body moving'in space is
caused by such a body:in motion and hence shoulc be

37 Ullman has proved that three

interpreteglas such."
'distinct orthographic views of four non-coplanar points_in
a rigid body are sufficient to determine .its three-
dimensional structure (the strucgure from motion tneorem).
In a world like ours where most things are rigid, a

process that incorporated the rigidity assumption would

> ) generally be. _successful in. recovering the . three-
dimensjional structure of distal objects from three such ////
e views. Other processes incorporate similar general '

assumptions to recover information about shape from

' properties of the image. { ' o,

I turn now to Burge s argument that Marr’s theory of
38

vision is non-individualistic. He argues as follows: .
(1) The tneory is intentional.
(2) The intentional primitives of the thedbry and the

information they carry are individuated by reference to

M . K . R ’: o e
. /\ . . .- i
. . -
- - s ' ..
+ v - .
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)
~apply.

- (&) He can concelve of relevantly dlfferent physxcal

' contingently eiisting physical items or cmnbitions.by' - -

which they are normally caused and to which they normally

-

(3) sé i; these physical conditions &and, possibl},

attendant physical laws.were reqularly different, the
information conveyeo to the subiect and the intentional
content wf his or her visual representations would be

different.

i
1

condltlons and perhaps relevantly dlfferent (say, optical)

laws regularlx causing the same non- xntentlonal

’ 1nd1v1dua115tipally 1nd1v1duated phy51ca1 regularltles in

<

the subject’s .eyes and nervous system.

L]

(5) In such a case (by (3)) the spbjjéct's ,visual i

representations would carry different information and have '

‘diffesent representational’, content though the person S

whole non-lntentldhal physical history (at least up to a

'certain time) might remain the same.

-4

(6) The theory individuates some perceptual statés in

terms of their informational-or';ntentional content.

(7) - Therefore, individualism is’ false for the theory of
r . . S
vision.

-~

Step one, Burge claims, ismﬁéyident" from the. fact -

that the "top levels" of the theory are formulated in

intentional terms. : e T

-

: Step two is supported by a number of examples from



the theory, one of which describes how' general phygical
assumptions constrain the choice of. the representational
primitives out of which the primal sketch is constructed.

According to Burge, "the intentional content* of

®

representations of é&dges or generalized cones is .
-

[ 3 . . ’ 1] L d
individuated in terms of specjfic reference to those very
g -

contingently instantiated physical properties, on the *®

assumption that those properties normally give rise ‘to:

’verldical representatlons of thea". 39 .

v

Step three is supported by the above. conslderatlons
regarding the 1ndiv&duation of 1ntentiona1 cont;.ent, and by
examples ilips‘tratir_xg‘ the¢explanatory method qf' the

AtheOry.‘ (One example cites the rele of: physical

.4
:congtraints in visual processing; in particular, the '

constraints gnmgj;ghj.ng that facilitate "stereops‘is.)

According to Burge,’

The methods of individuation and explanation

are govexped by, the assumption that the

subject Yhas adapted to his or her environment -

sufficierftly to obtain veridical information

from it under normal conditions. If the

properties .and relations that normally caused .
- visual impressions were regularly different .
_from what they are, the individqual would '
obtain different information and have- visual
experiences with\different ) intentional ' .
content.. . 40

~

Step fouraagerts the ekistence of twin-aearth type

thought experiments. Step five follows from steps three

and four. ‘Step., six is claimed to be "unproblematic". Co o
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\ ' K I &hall argue that Burge’s argument is flawed at ¥
/ steps one, ﬂ'vo, and s{x. ’ L
A . It is not clear what is being_ claimed in step one.
3 . Robert uatthews has argued ;Qrsuasj.v'ely41 that ascriptions

4

—_— of proposu;ional "attitudes play }AO essential role in

Marr'’s theory. What Burge seems éo meap by claiming that y

the theory is intentional is that the computational .

processes- postulated by the theory are definegi over .
- >
representational tokens, and’ these’ representat-ional states

.

are semantically e‘?luable with respect to the dista1
S . :
scene. I shall, return to thie point below. i :

The argument breaks down at step two. Burge claims

1]

t at the intentional primitives of the theory are-

; : . i}giv/idéted by reference to’ distal objects or. features ‘of

\, the env:.rqn;nent. 'In the first place, Ehis is’ clearly not
true of the inputs - to the stereopsis and directional
selectiVity processes. These two processes take as inputs

42 from individual channels: 2erc crossings,

zero crossings
Marr claims, are not "physically meaningful" in effect,
they- have no specifiable physical &.interpretation.
Secondly, and more importantly, it is not obvious that the

' ' theory has any inte,n(ional primitivea' what it ddes have
are ‘intentional. s_p_eg_iﬁ_c_at_i_qna of primitives. Marr
provides int;entional specifications of . the .inputs and N
outputs of ‘the func’%on computed by the algorithms - *

- 4

. impleménting the vaz‘ous proczsses (excepting stereopsis

. .$

-

o o .
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and dgféctional é@lgctf%ity), but the ¢intentionag

specification of the computational theory (in the sense of

Marr’s top-most level) should not be confused with the
\ . .

computaticnal thébry itself.

The p01nt can be sharpened by consideffng a single

.organism counterfactually s;tuated in a number of istlnct

[ ]

environments (i.e. the pOSSlblllty considered by 'Burge in

sfep'four of the argument). There is no reason to thifk
that the theorist ‘would attribute to the subjéc,t's visual
system a different function computéa from ong'enﬁironment

to the next. Since the algorithms implementing, the

computational processes do not change, there is no reason

¥ -—

to assume that the function ceuwputed would change. wﬁBt
does change for each environment is the gpecification of
the func€§on computed. .

' But, if the same -function id computed across

_different environments, then why should the specification
- ~N

of the function change from one environment to the next?
Why does Marr not simply specify the function in some way
that is neutral with réBpegt to the'particular environment

: . ..
in which- the organism.éf situated? A plausible angyer‘!s

that by specifying the representational tokens over which

' the computational ..processes of the theory is defined
intentionally, in most cases as niferring to properties of.

the distal scene,  the theory 'mAkes these processes

1n£elligible in the context in which the organism is




‘ . . ' ’ ~
situated. A plausible adequacry condition on a theory of
— - vision is that it contributes ¥o our understanding of how _
‘ the organism is successful in its environment t’ the
Aextent that it is. Marr’s theory meets this adequacy
- - condition in part by specifzing the function computed by -

the yisual systen by reference to general features of the
4

—

organism’s environment. ‘
‘- If the above'is correct, then Marr’s theory of visior:
- is not intentional, although it does have /141\ent10na1
models. There is no reason—to thlnk that the p);imit:wes
of the theory are intentional, al,th_ough some o_f_them have ,
‘ intenticnal specifications. Burge’s. argument, therefore,
w : fails at\steps one and two. It also fails at step six: f
| the 1"elevantJ perceptual states are specifie'c.i in. the
theory’s models gyEth__e_:l_L; intentional content in those
models; the states themselves are not iutentiqnaIL
. Burqe’s argument can be seen as an instance of the *
same mistake that he made earlier in arquing for
anti indﬁ"fﬁalisn from the thouqht experiments. He

falsely assumes that because th,e function computed by the

/ ~ visual system is specified in part by reférence to
S "y general featux:es of the organism’s environment, that what
. . function is computed is somehow determined by the
) environment. | '
. ' To summarize what I have argued in this chapter§ The,
- . . ’




RTM proposes to individuate nentallstatés by reference to
their contenfs and respect the formality conditien, the
requireneﬁt that the contents of mental representations
supeévene on their formal préperties: * The Euthan/gurge
theught egperiménté are alleged to show th;t.cohtents do
not supervene on fo\mally sp'ecifigble properties of . ;
‘individual sﬁbjeots, and consequently that psychological
theories that individuate mental §tatéé by their contents
‘/will be qpn—i;dividuéiistica hence swill violate the
formality condition. I have argued that although Fodor'’s
a priori argument *fails to show that a "scientific"
psychological tHheory must be individualistic, neither do
arguments mafshilled by Tyler Burge SBPW that psychology h
is in fact non-individualistic. Of course, I have not
argued, nor woulé I want to.argue, that no existing
psychological theories are noﬁ-individual%stic. 4Sonme ma&
well be; there are_undoﬁbtedly legitimate explanatory
goals which would be well-served by non-individualistic
theories, that is, by theories which ascribe "wide"

43

°contents to mental states. 7 I have simply tried to show

. that anti-individualism finds no support from either™the

* thought expgfiments themgelves or David Marr’s theory of

eg<&y vision.
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We want science to give causal explanations of
such things (events, whatever) in nature as
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explanations essentially involves projectin

r and confirming causal generalizations.
‘causal generalizations suwbsume the things ey,
apply to in virtue of the causal properties of
the things they apply to." (Ibid.,34)

L - .
-

" Causal pewe'r_:s+ then, are preperties in virtue of which '

events are subsumed under éauqal laws. J

-
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'cqmmonsense deploys ‘a texonaomy that Qggﬁ‘&istlpguish
between 'Qsp$r° 'anq Oscar2". (see fn. 26) I think this
concession by Fodor %s rash (gee‘atgu?ent_ne¥t~ .
section) . /f‘f' " N
_16. Ibid., p.35. '
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keeping witﬁ*the rest of the twin-earth litetature we

are simply ignoring the fact that the brain is largely

°

eomposed of water. “e same p,o'int could be made \:xsing
an example like gold -- the point being t;:t the twins
do ﬁot differ in their braiﬁ-stetes simply because they
‘are causally related to g;fferent substanceés in their

» - ) -

. -
”




(LN

environnnents (or *because they are members of different

1:I.nguistic ccnunities) . C.

.-
:59. Podor argues this position later in'chapter 2.
*  20. Ibid., p.44. - v,
- 21. Ibido' pp.44-.45. . o . *

. 22. Burge, in "Individualisgn and Psychology," argues as

.. followe:' )

A continent ‘moves and- ;,s :noved by’ local
- & - impacts from rocks, waves,  and molecules Yet
* we can conceive of holddi istant the’
contirenit’s. peripheral 'impd#cts and’ chemically
constituent events_-and .objects,” without -

I d

holding identical the continept”or certain of -~ ', -

e

its macrp-changes .-- because the continent’s

"~ ' _ spatial relations %a other land masSes affect

the vay we individuate it.. Of ‘take an example

from biology. Let. us accept’the “plausible

principle that nothing, causally " affects

breathing except as it &usally affects 1local )

states of the lungs. It does not follow, and __

indeed is not true, .that we individuate lungs .

. and the various sub-events ©of respiration -in

. such a way as to treat those objggts and
events as supervenient on the chemically
described objetts.anl events that cqmpose
them. If the same chemical process (same from
the’ surfaces of the lungs ifiside, and ba€k to’
the surfaces) were embedded in a different._ |
sort of body and had an entirely different -
function (say,. ciigestive, immunological, er
regulatory), we would nat be dealing with _the
same biological states and events. (p.16)

23. Fodor, Pavchosemantics, p-42. SN
24. Ibid., p.39.
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differ only in the fellowing respect: Oscar lives in a.

.. community \;hich\ uses "brisket" to'refer to the breast
. L ’
of any food aninal, whi‘le Oscarz lives in a comun?cy

which uses "brisket" to refer only to the breas‘t of

) beef. ) I o
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oo equivalent. in gocial content. (as we mi;ﬂ: say)
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deference: to ‘theguisage of his lingyistic
el community. .. This enables that-clauses to
* .+ ' capture-certain extra-psychological relations
. of propositional attitudes to independent.. -
. *  states of aftaira,. what we think of as their. -
s 4 e
C : tundanental usefulness of ﬂnis is "that wem:nay
A then describe. people as conveyors of (more or
less) determinate information, which remains -
constant ,even when the psyohblogical contents
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R . paychology. (pp.19-20)
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? A zero-crossing is a point where the value of a

funq}:ion changes its siqn.. Zero-crossings correspond

- to sudden intengity changes.

Al

- 43. Préference psychology may be a case in point. (see

the discussion” pp. 23-26) If Psyche"s subject P
populatiori iqcludes subjects from different linquistic‘

. ' co:munitlo&— then ‘a non-individualistic taxonomy -= in

.- - -

terms, say, of the foods that her subjects' ‘behaviour’ ,

—— . . is d:!.mc,ted towardq' -- wo_uld give Psyche more
comprehensive gene‘raliz"ations thao woﬁld‘ an
ind.ivi'c'l’\ialistic,n)gnony, :1..7.. a faxonony in terms of
the.way the subjeotso thensolves conceivo of their

-

food-directed; behaviour’

e .
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We assume that people do things because of their-'
beliefs .and desiresf and commonsense psychology exolains
behaviour by reférence to beliefs and desires; but at the
same time, aesgood physicalists, we assume that mental
. : processes are, .at bottom, 5ust causal sequences of states
— " of the brain. Bringing these two ideas together is the,
major task of a theory of mlnd
As we have seen, the RTM proposes to explaln how
. prop051tlonal attltudes can be causally efficdcious in the
‘.prodUCtloﬁ of -beh iour by respectlng what has come to be RS
‘~known'as the forﬂé:ity condition. As interpreted by the
.RTMz' the formality ;gondition requireé' that mental
representationsvhave,thefr oeusal roles in virtue of their : -

syntax, or, pﬁt another way, that "the syntactic structure

L

of mental representations reflects all relevant semantic

distinctions."l._ ‘ ,' P .‘- . '

) éenonfﬁylyshyn epr%ins‘tpe basic idea as follows:

A3

'

. There is a fundamental difference between a

N L . ' description of & .computer’s operation cast in
" h I térms of its states (i.e. equivalence classes =~ >
of physical descriptions) and one cast in . )
~ terms of what. it is about.... e fundamental SR

. . difference is that the form refexs to :
intrinsic properties of the , while the roo-
latter refers to. aspects of me entirely . *

‘different domain, such as ches§. The former

can be .viewed as a syntactic ¥escription,

\ CLaa
K -
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- vhile the latter is semantic, since it refers
- to the represented domain. : 2

.- - Because a computational process has no access
_— to the actual represented domain itself (e.g.

a computer has no: - way of distinguishing
whether a symbol represents a number or letter
or someone’s name),, it is mandatory,. .if the
- rules are to continue to be semantically
interpretable (say as rules of arithmetic),
~ that all relevant semantic distinctions be
mirrored by syntactic distinctions =-- i.e., Ly
features intrinsic to the representatlon
itself. Such features must in turn be
reflected in functional dlfferences in the
operation of the device. That is whit we mean
. . when we .fay that a device
- . something. Simply put, all  and only
i syntactically encoded aspects ©f the
repregented domain cap affect the way a
process behaves. 3

The formalist view requPres that we take theé
syntactic properties of representations quite
literally. It is literally true of a computer
that it contains, in some functionally
. discernablIé& form... what could be referred to
) as a code or inscription of a symbolic
expression, whose formal -features mirrdg (in
the sense of béaring a one-to-one_
correspondence with) semantic Characteristlcs
’ of some represented domain, and which causes
) the machine to behave in a certain way. . 4
- . -

]

In the second‘quoted passage,a@ove,\Pylyshyn‘points 1Y
out that if a deﬁ}ce is to be interpretable -- ‘say, as am—
éddinq_machine or a chess player -- then -all relevant |
semantic distiﬁbtions must be preservéd in the syntax\of

~ : the device and syntactic distinctions pust be preservedﬂfh

-

its functional organization. This is achieved as

follows: there is an 1ntérpretation.function Fi-which maps:

features of the fepresentad domain into features of the

.

-

N




"

representation~ itself, and a further - interpretation

L

function Fj which maps these .syntactic' features into.

functi‘onall’y' defined equivalence classes of phyaical'
- »

'feature.s of the device. In other words, a syntactic

description of a device is as much an interpretation of

o . .
tﬁpe device as is a semantic description. But then it is
\ Y .
hard to understand "why., in the first quoted pPassage,
|

« Pylyshyn says that the syntactlc description refers to

intri o i ice. Rather, it is .the

-

' functlonal/phys.tcal descrlptlon whlch refers to intrinsic’

propert:.es of t‘he dev1ce, the syntactrc descrlptlon being
a product of interpretatlon.. Pylysh’yﬁ's tendency to
overlook the fact that the device has D_Q_tb its semantlc
and syntactic propertles only under a apartlcular
:mterprfat:non of the device leads him to adopt a realtist
stance toward the device’s syntactlc propertles whlch he.

does not extend to its semantic properties. In the third-

guoted. passage he says that the syntactic description of

the device is literally true. But surely ‘the semantic and K

N ' Y Y o
syntactic descriptions are on a par: each is true aqnly

under a particular interpretation of the device. And .it
is misleading to say that (third qu%ted passage) *"all and
only syntacticall'y encoded aspects, of the. represented
d.oinain can, affect' the way -a 'procees behaves." _'What
affe;ts the way the process behaves are the physical

states of the .device; syntaciic properties, like semantic

»*



properties,: effectfthe device’s behaviour only under an'
ihtefbfetat%on mapping them into (functionally defined
equivalence classee of) physical states of the .device.

If Pylyshyn is willihg to be realist ahout the
syntactical description of the device, then he should be

-

realist about its semantical description. Semantic and

syntactic propertiee affect the device's behaviour only
ihsofar as they areﬁreflected in physical properties of
the.dewice. The formality condition,;h@ interpreted by
the RTM -- that mental representations have their causal
roles in- virtue of their, syntax, or that semaﬁtics hust
Fppervene on syntax --~ does not guarantee that statee

—

picked out by reference to their content .will be causally

<bfficac:.ous, they won't be unless syntactlc features also
supervene on physical features of the device. The -

formality condition, then, appears to require,that if.

semantic features are to be causally efficacious they must

supervene on pnxgiggl features of th’fgev1¢e.
' The RTM theorist might respond that the only way we

know to make semantic features causally efficacious is to
‘encode. them in a syntax. “The RTM, recall, - construes

thinking as mechanical ;hgg:gm:nggiﬁh, interpreting the

sequence of events that causes behaviour as a

computational derivation which has a description of the v
behavioﬁr_os its conclusion. RTM theorists often arqgue

that this -is the only way to understand cognitive

<



- ’ N\
__assume that nature starts with an explici

'R

. \ . . -,
processes --,that it’s "the only\game in town™. But this™ .’

'response should not be taken toq,Serlously. Computational

theory satisfies the formallty condltlon by éncodinyg

semantic_geatﬁres in a syntax and building dewvices whose
. » P —— - *

physical processes are sensitive to the encodings, but

nature may. do it differently, especiall{;?gnce we canpot

deecription of

ne

some task @gomain Ye.g. arithmetic, chess) and .then tries - ™%
to build a deg}ég-that computes the function epecified.‘ 3
The connectionist (or‘"parallel eistfibuted.prdcessing"s) x§§é
progridm assumes that‘intelligent machines can be built B
without syntactic encodlng.- It remains to be seen how '

fruitful connectionism will turn out to be; in any event,

the only-game-in-town argument is undercut by the mere

' poseibility of an alternative, even if it is too early to

te11 how well the new game wlll play.

The formality condition, I have argued, seems to
- - - . ’ \
require that‘ content supervene not on synta% but on

- o=

physicallbtates of the dev1ce. I argued ih‘chapter 3, >

however, that mental states 1nd1viduated by their coné%nt ‘

can be causally efficacious in _producing behayiour without -

——— —

such states superveninq orr b;ain states. What ig requlred '
for the causal efficacy of the mental is that mental
states, however individuated, can be realized as physical

states of the device. The intelligibility of mental * -
causation gequirés,. only- the token-identity of me_ntal .
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states and physical states. :The .fornality condition

imposes no constraints on psychological th.eory not already

6

required by phyéical realizability. The formality -

condition allows that contents might be <4ndividuated

* widely (i.e. non-individt'zalistically), and stili be
causally efficacious in producing behaviour, since mental

~ states ind®iduated by reference to .wide contents are- )

[ 4
physically realizable as brain states.

> . 'S

‘\ .. 1 .' L 4




52, 1985, p.305.) also holds that the formality
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. L3
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condition imposes only a realizability constraint on

psychological theories.
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The Representational Theory of Mind (RTM) holds that

&

%or‘any organibm O and attitude A toward the proposition

'p, there is"ﬁﬁ?puﬁtionalﬁ relation R and a mental

represent;tion MP such that . .

MP means that p, and .
O has A tqQ p if and odly if O bears R to MP.

o -The RTM further claims that mental processes. are causal

sequences of tokenihgs of mental representations.

The RTM has been exp11c1tly offered as a vindication
of the intentional realism inherent in commonsense
psychology. Intentional realism, recall, is committed to
‘the existence of'internal statof that (1) are semantically

\\ evaluable, (2) play a causal role in the production of

behaviour, and (3) are truly described by the
. ' generalizations of commonsermse psychology
K ' ,. ~ In this chapter I shall argue both that the RTM does
- K not enjoy the support that is commonly claimed for it, and
that its prospects for vindicating folk psychology are not
- as promihing as haslbeen claimed. In _the course of
. ‘oriticizing the arguments alleged to support the RTN, I
- | shall sketch the -outline of an alternative aocount of ‘ . e
N proﬁooitional attitudes whioh, I shall argue, may stand a -
’ better chance of ¥indicating folk psychology. ’ ‘

4 L4 -
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. ‘1. Iwo Kinds of Counterexamples .

'T : Since the RTM is formulated as a biconditio:i; it could be
" falsified in two Jays -- either by cases &heré a subject
has a'propgsitional attitude but is not computation&%ly
relate& to an appropriate internal token, or by cases
where a subféqt is computationally related to a contentful
token in an internal language, but where there are no

non-question-begging . grounds for attriﬁuting‘ a

- =T LS

corresponding dttitude. ‘ ., ¢
\". Counterexamples of the - latter sort would not
necessarily undermine the RTM. If the theory was

well-confirmed except for some apparent gounterexémples of
the second sort; the RTM theorist would probably be
_justified in claiming that a new kind of attitude had been
,diécovered. As Fodor points out,2 .to vindicgge
commonsense-psychology‘ﬁhe RTM need not pick out a kind
that is precisely coextensive with the propositional
attitudes currently rec&gnized by folk theory.
Counterexamples of the first sort would be more
damaging., Dennett gives the following putative
counterexample:
In a recent conversation with the designer of A
chess-playing progra ™I heard the following
criticism of a rival program: "It thinks it
should get its queén ocut early." This ascribes

a propositional attitude to the program in a
’ very useful and predictive way, for as the

-
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designer went on to say, one can usually count . ~

on chasing that queen ' the board. But
.for all the gLelav s of -explicit
representation to found in that program,

ngwhere is anything roughly synonymous with "I.
shauld get my queen out early" explicitly
tokened. The level of analysis to which .the
designer’s renark beiongs describes features of - .
the  program that are, in an entirely .innocent.
way, emergent praperties of the computational
processes that have "engineering reality." I
see no reason tdb believe that the\, relation
between belief-talk and psychologi al-process
talk will be any more direct. ) 3

B
* i

Dennett's efample raises the following oroblem
the RTM: there would seem to. be compelling reasons
attributing to the device the belief that it sgould'get :j/ 3
its gqueen out early, despite the fact that no token w;‘:’

.the appropriate content is explicitly represented in the

device. Similar exampléc are not hard to find. A visual
systeq that‘implements Shimon Ullman’s structdie-from-
motion theorcm might plgusibly be said to aséuoe that :
objects are rigid, even though the rigidity aés;mption is
nowhere tokened dn tlie system. In‘ both cases the

conditions that we normally take to be sufficient for
ascribing a belief-to a subject‘are satisfied. Not only

does the attributien of the relevant attitude accurately

--predict the subject's-behaviour,.but wé alBo seem to be as

justified ig taking the attitude to Bg causally implicated

in the subject’s behaviour as we ever are when we ascribe

propositional attitudes. The relevant counterfactual

conditionals seem to be,catisfied (1f the device didn’t



out, the RTM must brovide .ihdependent, nonjgdestlen-

believe it is a good idea to get its QQeeniout:e?rlyfit‘
wouldn‘t have made “that sequenéé of moQés.f.} if the,
organism didn’t assume rlgldlty it wouldn‘t have been,able
to recover the shage of the abject from such limited

1nfornat10n...etc ). In nelther case is there an exp11c1t

-,

representatlon of the content of the attrzbuted attltude.
N .

\
It\Iboks like having the attitude isn’t (always) a m¥Itter

of - bejng computatlonally related to a token ‘mental

represehtation.- - So the RTM is false.

-

Fodor’s strategy in response to these apparehf'“
counterexamples is to appeal to a distinction between core
and derivative.cases of pfogpsitional attitude tokenings.

what‘és required, according to Fodor, is a correspondéhce,

in what the RTM takes to be the core cases, be'tweei"\ the

N -.\ Y

toke‘ of an attitude and the tokériing of a

l“, s

’corresponding mental representation. Of course, h2w501nts

. Lr‘

[
—;_’/ -

begging grounds for dlstingulshlng coréafrdm derlvatlve\<

——’ =" f
cases. It does so, he cla}ms,"gs follows:

¢+
—r o

DR

-.fﬂ;ﬁhﬁl processes; are _causal sequences of
t¥ansformations of mental representations. It

___fd}lows that tokenings of attitudes mg;;_‘
-, co ond " to tokenings of r~mental R B
,representations when they - -- the attitude
tokenings -- are .episodes in mental processes.
If the intentional objects of such causally
- efficacious attitude tokenings ’'are pnot
explicitly represen , then RTM is 'simply
) - false.,..The motto is therefore No Intentional
Causatiaon without Explicit. Representation. 6
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question-begging. — The« RTM identifies ‘mental processes’

Podor’s attempt to ‘distinguish core and derivyative:

"cases of propositional attitude tokenix;gs by appeal to the
“way. the,.Rm explicates nentel processes is . simply

w:Lth causel sequences of transformations -of mental .
representations, so if the attitude tokenings in question

do uot'figure in' sequences of transformations of mental
representations,. then they are not episodes in' mental
processes. But what distinguishes all of the alleged
counterexamples (of the Dex_mett sort) is precisely that
the "attitude tokenings in question do pot figure in such
sequences; this' is why they are alleged to be -
connter.examp.les!: To regpond, as Fodor does, that these .

cases are merely derivative propositional attitude

tokenings because they aren’t episodes in mentel processes -~

, (and they aren’t episodes in nental processes beca\xse they

do not figure in eausal sequences “of ‘transformations of

: - ‘mental represerrtations) is just . to beg the question.

Fodor's response _his other problems Sesides -Being
question-begging 1r’ .'the RTM- " is to viﬁdicate folk ;"
psychology, then, as Fodor repeatealy stresses, t‘blk “
psychological: explanations of behaviour, wher§ construed '

‘along thg 1ines specified by the R‘I‘H, must turn out, for

th - most part, to be true. But this uould seem to require ‘
that it tolk psychology expleins the behaviour of a system
by gscribinq (what the theory takd's to pe) causally




efficacious prupqsitional attitudes to that syste-, then
the -RTM should_take these propositional attitude tokenings
to be -core cases: fhe explanatory burden should be bOrne
by'conputational states thatware token-identical to the
beliefs and degires that figure in folk psychologic
explanations. .Otherwise the folk psychological .
explanations vbuld'not be true- Thfs constraint is not

' satisfied in Fodor’s construal of the Dennett example.
According to deor, what must beuexplicitly represented.in
the device'is hot some content Iike "it’s good to get the
gqueen out.earlyf! but rather the actual_and possible
states of pIay'of the game. The representations ot the
board must be explicit, he says, because the machine's

fcomputations are defined over them,.transformations of

L 4
s

token repnesentations of board configurations constitute
- the machine’ 8 mental pnocesses.f .But whila the folk
psychologicab-e*planation of the device 8 behaviour: may
attribute tp it.beliefs and deslires about states of the
board, these are not-the propositional attitudes that bear
the eXpianatory burden The folk psychological

: explanation ot the device’s queen-directed behaviour would'
look sonething-like the’following: The device desires to"
win‘and believes tbat by getting its queen out early'it
increaeee'its chances of winning. The device therefore'
desires to get its quedn out early and acts accordingly.

This generalization explains the- ‘device’s behaviour in a




g

-an additional cost: in disarming putative'counterexambles

vide Yange of _gixcupgtances where the states of the- board .
have nothing in cqnon 'I‘herefore, vhile the full ' |
explanation of the davice’ '8 behaviour in a particular -
circunstance will appeal to beliefs aﬁd desires wabout

states of the board the geng_r_ali_;_y of the explanation

derives from th3 afscription of beliefs and desires about

getting its queen out early. But according to fodor,

these propositional attitudes ‘are merely "derivg:ive" -

their tokenings do not cotrespond to mental processes; yet

-~

they are the propos.ltional attitudes that bear the
-
explanatory burden the folk psychological account.

Fodor’s response entails 'thgt‘ the, folk psycl;xological 1

. generalization does not pick’ out the internal. -‘states of

the device which are causally efficacious in producing 1ts .
behaviour. ‘ Since the folk psychological generalization -
purports to be a causal explanation of the: 'ge\uce s -
behaviour we .should c¢onclude. that . it is si'mp'l.y false.

Folk psychology, it would se‘em, ‘has the etiol%gy wrong.

P S

To summarize: Fodor appeals to a distirrc.tion between

core and derivative%“cases of propositional ittitudes

tokenings in an _attempt to. insulate the R.TM against

Dennett-l ike .counterexamples. But Fodor’ .5 response to ' ,

Dennett’s chall'enge is question-begging. His response has -

in this way, it threatens the R‘I"M's promise {:.‘o vindicate, -
folk psychological explanations of behafioﬁr For every

- .
/ Y -

i
¢
¢
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counterexample’ labelled a derivative ;ttitpde.tokea§ggL\
there corresponds a false folk psyéholagi¢£1'explangtion;
Fodor'’s strétegy, therefore, threateﬁs' intentional
realism: to the extent that we have'reason‘{o doubt that a
device’s mental processes.JncIude-causalisequences'of
tokenings of mental representations ;;zﬂ.thé,qontent'that
p. we have reason to doubt whether our ascripficns of the
be11ef that p or the de51re that p to the dev1ce are txgue,

no matter how ‘well-conflrmed such asCrlptlons mlght

otherwise be. Insofar as we don’t know how a dev1ce

PO

‘'works, we don’t know whether our propositional attltude

ascriptions are true of it. S1nce we don't know how
humans work, our confidence in the truth of folk

pé&chological.explanations of behaviour would seem to be
- . L4 . .

" misplaced.

. k ' . — , )
In‘the paper "Proggfitional Attitudes"’, Fodor cites: five
adequacy _conditions on a theory of prdpobftiqqa{r

attiéﬁdes:

~ k]

(1) Propesitional attitudes should be analysed 3s
relationg. Fador adduces three considerations iﬁ taﬁbﬁr-

of this .condition. (1) mBelieves" looks like a'two-piagé

”

~
~

“
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predicate, althpugh he recognizes that appearances are
sonetines deceiving (e. g. the idiom "lose your marbles"
looks like a two-place predicate too); (ii) existential
generalization applies to the syntactic objects of
propositional attitude verbs (e.g. from "John believes- it
is raining" it follows "John believes something"): and

(iii) the only alternative account, the "fusion" story, is

seriously flawed. .
The fusion story.analyses the predicate "believes it
is raining" as a one-place predicate with no 1nternal
structure. The sentence "John believes it is raining" is,
on- the fusion account, an atomic sentence, similar to
"John is tall". The-account.hae insurmountable problems
besides being counter-intuitive: among other things, it ”
doesn’t get the individuation conditions of attitude

o -

ascriptions right, and it makes 1anguage learning a

- —

mystery.

(2) of - ] ' e
‘ "...the

LS ’ v ., "
things we can be said to pgligzg'(want hope, regret
etc. are the )very things that we can be said to say

f '/ : *
(assert, state, etc.)." 8 o Co ;

€3)

;hei:__gpagi;x. Exietential generalization and

substituﬁion of co-referring expreeeions may fail inside

belief contexts.
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\(4) Mwmms_m_e_mgm
fernm. Accordlng to Fodor, the form of the bellef aScrlbed
by a given belief sentence is determined by Fhe loglcal
fogﬁ of the sentence that expresses the belief. For

example, John’s belief that Reagan and Bush are

Republicans is a conjunctive belief; it has the same

logical form as the sentence "Reagan and Bush are
Republicans®™. _Fodor says "A theory of prepositional

attitudes should legitimize the ascription of form to the
objects of propositional 4Etitudes. In particular, it

should explain why the form of the bellef is. 1dent1cal to
the logical form of the correspondent of a sentence which
(opagquely) ascribes that Belief".9

\

(5) A theory of propositional .attitudes should mesh with

e e s. Fodor isn’t clear

4

on how strong he wants this requiremerit to.be.-,He claims
‘that a theory of propositional attitudes should explain in
virtue of what facts propositional attitude astriptions

are true, but then he weakens the condition, claiming "It

" seems to. me self-evideﬁt that no such theory could be

'

acceptable unlees it lent itself to explanatxons of the .

data. ~--, gross and commonsensical or  subtle and

experimental ~- abaqut mental states and progésses."lo The

latter seems to require only ‘that an account of

propositional attftudes not be inconsistent with empirical

accounts of mental processes, surely a reasonable

1

- ~ ¢

[y
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requirement v

A theory which_constfues propositional attit’ud'e; as ’
relatiq'F be#ween organisas and senﬁences of a natural

language satisfies conditions (1)-(5), but is nontheless

<

untenable on other ér:ounds. In the first place, it slices
prog;ositional attitudes too thin. I-;or ‘exampi;a, "John
believes the dog bit Mary" land "John b;a]:ieves Mary‘ was'
.bitten by the dog" are difﬁere,gt&sentences but plausibly

pick out the same belief. Furthermore, both English

speakers and French speakers can surely share some
beliefs. One solution to the thinness of slice"problem' is

to take translation sets of sentences as the objects of

.\
belief, but this proposal encounters notorious problems of

11 Secondly, construing beliefs as relations_to

\ - . “
senterices leaves animals and infra-linguistic humans out

¥

its own.

of the account. Thirdly, the theory raises ‘questid“ns

abé;'ut how a first language could be learned,-since it

-

would seem that language learning. must itself presuppose

the having of some propositional attitudes.

A theory wl’iich construes propositional attit':udclas as
relations between organisms and sentences in e:m- j.n;_e_r_ngl
hngﬁage“, ?o_dor argues, satisfieé the ‘five initial
adequacy conditions and-‘avoids the above prablems. It is
assumed that the formulae of the internal language
correspo/nd one-to-one to the qo.nj:ents of’ propositional

attit_udes‘ (e.g. "The dgg bit -Mary” and "Mary was bitten by

e
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bhe dog" correspond to the same irnternal sentence). It is
further assumed that the internal language is innateh#‘so ﬂ—‘"“
an organism can have propositional attitudes before it
learns a natural language) ‘and is as universal as ;;d:man

psychology, that 15, "to the extent that an orga&»sm
v l '3

shares our mental processes, it also shares-our sgﬁtbm of

1ntern§l representations."l? : : }l’,f

;5

I  shall argue that conditions (1) througﬁf,,(d)’

conetraln _an account of propos:.tlonal attltuges.on.ly

’

.md:.rect}y, they are more plausibly construed’ ‘as adequa;;y

.’

conditions on an account of propos:.tlonal m:tn.t

’

o4 ,
as t s. ,Consider Fodor’s arguments for co

-

propos:.t:.onal attitudes as relatlonal stats, ﬁ first’

c1tes two striking propertles of bel:.ef ascrf "' —— that
' » e

"believes" looks like a two-place predlcdte }nd that

" existential gener&lxzatlon applles to tlsen sYntactlc

1-

objects of proposxtlonal attltude verhs:. e and then

'\

cr1tic1ses an alternatlve account, the ' 'fu51on' si'.:ory&‘;‘g

€ ¢

that analyses propositional attitude verbs as one—place

premates with no .internal structure. Fedor is'clearly
’ ®
right that the fusion story is tﬂ?eless, but not because

‘-r

it is a false theory “of propositional a%tﬁtﬁes It is

not a t’heory of propositiona& attitudes at aH _but rather

a theory. of p‘ropositional attitude gs_g_:_j.h_u._qn and as such -

i.t is clearly tﬂse, for the reasons that l‘-‘odor adduces,
J’
(viz.",, it |is counter}muitive,- it doesn't get the




. ‘ ° -
individuation conditiops right, etc.). But from the fact
that 've;'bs' of .propositional attitude are exactly what they
appear: to be’ == two-place relational predicates -- :'ft. does 5

not follow that propositional attitudes themselves are
; ‘ LA -

felatiqnal states. . e l N

The point can be illustrated using an a.nalogy of Paul
13-

J//’.

Churchland's. “He suggests that we think of the role of
[ 2 .

propositions in propositional attitude ascriptions. as

analogous to the role of numbers in physical maghitude

ascriptions:

¢

The .idea that believing that p is a matter of

* standing’ in some appropriate relation _to: an
abstract entity (the proposition that p) seems
to me to have nothing more to recommend it
than would the .parallel suggestion that <
‘'weighing 5 kg is at bottom- a matter of
standing 'in some suitable relation to an :
abstract entity  (the number 5). For contents o

of this latter kind, at least, the relational )
construal is highly procrustean. Contexts

like \ A . ) :

" X weighs 5 kg . .

X moves at 5 m/s . : . . i- . '
‘x radiates at 5 J/s
are more plausibly cataldgued with contexts -
like Nag®

x weighs very little
x moves quickly

. ., x radiates copiousiy. o,

"‘n’f‘{he latter thred cases, what folloWs the .
main, verb has a transparently adverbial oL
{ function. The same .adverbial function,.- I .
_ suggest, is be¢ing per€ormed in the former
_cases as'well. The only difference is ‘that

iR . . ‘using singular terms for numbers in the

sadverbial pcsition provides: a nore precise,

\o AvEmIS pesiiie
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systematic, and useful way of modifying the
main verb, especially when said position is
- -- open to quantlfication. T 14

Churchland’s immediate target is the view that to

~ believe that p is to stand in some mysterious relation

("grasping") to an abstract entigy (aﬁproposition), but |
his analogy also challenges the view that propositional

_attitudes are relations between oréanisms and internal

sentences. Thé point is that propositional attitudes need -
- . ( .

not be analysed as relations at all, despite the fact that , o
'~ propositional attipude ascriptions have the surface
structure of two-place predicateé. One should not,
. ' l_'xow'ever, attacb’. too n}uéb sigr;ifi;:ance to c;hurchland'is
adverbjal t:aﬁslatiéng;of relational contexts. The féct
that 'beliéQes thft“p"and 'weidhs'x kg( can both be

-

construed as predxcate “forming functors turnxng singular

terms 1nto elements -of complex predicates does not itself
;/,," | upderm;ng the view that propog}gional ",attitudes are
| relational states. As Hartry Figldls_has n?ted, inserticnn .

of a sihgular terh in the second placg-of gn! two-place
.. predicate results in a complex ;nejplaqe pqedicax;, 80 in

_a sense éll.relatxonal sentences involve predicate-forninq

functofs.. The only obvious construal of the adverbial

account that would constitute a genuine alternaéivc to thg ‘

. ' relational account of propositional attitude ascriptions Ao

is the fusion view, which takes the syntactically éomplex <

N



predicates to have no semantically

—

significant constituent

“structure, and all parties agree that this view is

-
{

hopeless.

*

7 - :
the cChurchland analogy suggests is that

. What-
pgopositional attitude asc}iptions mith be treated along
the lines of physical magnitude. ascriptions such as "has a
mass o}_lo kg, " where w; are rot at all inclineé to treat
) the éesignated - physical ﬁagnitude as a relational
gropert&.ls In the latter case, thé theory of Qeasurement
explains why the real numbers can be used to médsu;e mass:
a representation theorem can be pr?ved such that if a
sfhtem of objects has certain properties and relationms,
then there is ay mapping of’ the system into -the real
numbers which preserves the structure of these properties
and relations. Although assigning‘real numbers to the
objects in the system is a convemrient way to refer to
their ICrINSIE mase relations, the intrinsic relations
themselves do not depend on the existence of real numbers

+

and are specifiable withoﬁt reference to €he real numbers.
Accoréiqg to -Churchland, the role of propositions in
propositional attitude ascriptions is analoq?us to the
role of numbers in physical magnitude ascriptions, ' The
éausal.relations holding among propositional fattitudes
5hve as a homomorph the logical relatio%s holding among

their contents. Assigning propositional contents to the

internal states of, the organism therefore allows us to

.




exploit the logical strugﬁure of bnopositional space in

discussing the causal relitions among the propositional
attitudes themselves. - I shall caIl this proposal the
propositional measurement theory.l’ |

Field, in the postscript to "Mental Representation®,
argues that the success of Churchland's propositional

measurement proposal Qould actually support the internal

repres;ntation hypothesis:

The "structure" that such a mapping would have
to preserve would be the kind of structure
important to propositions: viz. logical
structure. So the system of entities inside
the believer would have to have logical
structure, and this I think means that the
system of entities inside the believer can be
viewed as a system of sentences -- an internal
system of representation. In other words, I
think it can be shown...that any system of
entities that satisfies the condition of being
related to the system of proposxtxons via a
structure-preserving map jis a system of
internal representation... 18

There are two possjble interpretations of Field's
\remarks:
(1) the propositional measurement theory entails the
existence of an {nternal systam of representations because
'in fact only if -propositional attitude states have
sentential structure could they be successfully mapped to
propositional space; Er (2) the propositional measurement
theory entgils)the exfstenée of an ingernal sysg’ﬁ of

représentations because we should, as a matter of logic,
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. .' be willing to count as.a system of representations any -
system of properties and relations that map into
proposition&l space.

The firs? interpretation is perhaps the more

' blausible construal of Field’s remarké, but’ it is
unsupported, Field has no argument that postulating an
internal system of representations is the only way that
the ﬁapping could be effected. 1In fact, it is somewhat.
implausible that propositional attitude states have
sentential structure since empirical research shows that

certain causal relations among propositional attitudes are

k]

not predicted by logical relations among théir associated

19 This suggests that what is preserved under

. contents.
the mapping from internal states tg‘propq%itional space is
causal relations hn? 'thet these” relations are only
represented in propositional space as logical relations. X

It suggests further t.hh qausal' relations among

propositional attitude states ére'preservéd under the
vmapping to propositional space only under an iﬂgglizg;ign.
It is unlikely, then, that the postulation of an 2
internal system of—representations is the ;nly way that
the mapping could be achieved, or even that it is the most
promising .- candidate. Deveiopment of the propositional
measuremen£ idea would involve the postulation of a system'

--

of propertieé and relations holding among internal states
”

of the organism and between inteinal states and external

’ 4

»,




objects, where such relations are characterized

independently of the g;opositional contents to which the

internal states are mapped by the measurement theory.l I

shall call a theory which characterizes the properties and :

relations of‘internai states indép;néehfly of reference to
their propositioral contents an ig;;ingig'gﬁggx!. An
intrinsic theory need nbE postulate an inte{nal system of
representation, but might instead treat propositional
attitudes as functional statés of the orgaﬁism which can,
in principle at least, be specified iﬁdependently of the

20 pjeld has

propositional tontents which index them.
offered no reasorn to think thatvfunctional raoles could not

be succdessfully mapped” into propositional space.

Given that Field has not ruled out an alternative to

the interfal representation hypothesis as a way of
achieving the mapping. between internal states and
propositions, the second possible interpretation of hié

remarks -- that as a matéer of logic. the propositional

.measurement theory entails the internal representation

L]

hypothesis -- cannot be subpofted. It might possibly be
claimed that ghx accouant which postﬁlates a struciure--
preserviﬁg mapping from,fnternal states to propos?tiops
;ngxghx‘postulates an internal system of representation:
in other words, the internal states thenselvel'céﬁnt as

tokens in a language just in virtue of the fact that the

causal relations holding among them have as a homomorph

- .y
T
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the ‘logical relations holding among propositions. But -
PPis construal 6! the“ipternalvrepresentafion ﬂ}pothesis
would enpty.it of its diétinctive content:, Thé,RTH claim;
éonething'nuch sﬁfénger -é'that the internal states ar;

L

themselves to be &nglyged as relations to representations.
‘Iitake‘it tpai Field’s remarkse should not be interpreéed
as ﬁresupposing only the very weak construal of. the
internal rep;esehtation'pypothesis.21 b
To:summarize‘£he foregoiﬁg: Fieldlséems to éésume
that the propositional measurement proposal would, iﬁ
effect, treat propoéifiohal ;ttitudes as relational
states,'in:particular, as relations between organisms and
‘internal sén%énces. Thié is one way that Churchland’s
propoéal could be developed, but an intrinsic theory of
fhe'sort ;uégested’abOGe would seem to offer a genuine
altérnative to the internal representation hypothesis as
an intrinsic characte®fzation of propositional attitudes.
The proéosed alternative individuates propositional
attitude states relationally, by their functional roles,
but it does not analyse proposi.t:idnal attitudes as
relations to internal'entities. It is hard to tell
whether guch an account would violate Fodor’s first
adequacy condition. Fodor doesn’t explicitly say in what
sense proﬁositiox{al attiitudeg are to be ana.lysed. as

relations. He presumably intends that propositional

attitudes should be treated as relations between organisms

~ P &’?‘W
“ - .2‘
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and entities of some sort, e.g. sentences; -however, his

-

arguments for the first adequacy condition' -- that

"beiievesf appgars to ﬁe a two place prédicate, that
existential geﬁeralization éppligs to. the sfﬁtactic
objects of propdsitional attitude verbs, and that the
fusion stqry is inadequate -- suppoft only ;he claim that . -
propositional attiiude ascriptions should be &nalysed

relationally. Construed as a condition on propos‘onal

attitude ascriptions, Fodor’s first adequacy condition can

be as easily satisfied by the functionalist alternative™as . :7

py the integnal reﬁresentation account. The forﬁer theory

is noﬁ weddéd .to .any particular view 6f prépositional

attitude ascription, certainly not to thé implausible‘

fusion #tory. Construed as a condition on the attitudes .

themselves, the first adequacy condition cannot be |

satisfied by the functionalist alternative, since, on that

account, probositionai attituées are not analysed as

relaftdns., , -
Fodor’s second adequacy con@itiBn requires that a

theory of propositional gtbi;pdes explain the paralle;iém

-

betwéqn propositional attitude verbs ~“and verbs of .

o

assertion:'the things we can be said to believe, (want,
ﬁope, etc.) are the same things we can be said to assert.

This parallelism is unsurprising on the functionalist S

. “theory, since prépoaitional aétiﬁudes“nng natural language

assertions are both mapped to the same intentional objects

0 o~



(i.e. propositional contents). R _
According to Fodor’s third adequaqy.bondition, a

*"theory of propositional attitudes should‘pccount for

their opacity.” 22 It is hard to know how ~to interpret

this condition except as a constraigt on 4 theory of’

propositional attitude ascriptions, since opacity is a

fact about the‘ sentences that ascr;Le propositional
attitudes.' Once_;éain, the funétionalist theory is not
wedded to any particular account of propositlonal attitude
ascription. : ' - -

Fedor’s four-th adequacy cﬁfxdifion requires that the
objects of prgpositional agtitudes'have logical form. The

evidence that Fodor adduces in siipport of this requirement

v

. is of the folléwing sort:

...John’s belief th Mary - and ‘Bill are
leaving is a conjufictive belief (cf. the
logical form of "Mary and. Bill are leaving";
John’s belief that Alfred is a white swan is a
singulary belief (cf. the logical form of
"Alfred is a white swan"); and so on....A
theory of propositional attitudes should
legitimize the ascription of form to the
objects of propositional attitudes. In-
particular,- it should explain why the form of
a belief is identj[ 5.]] to the logical form of
the correspondent of a sentence which )
(opaquely) ascribes that belief. 24 (

Podor gives no argument for the claim that the bellef
picked out by the belief ascription "John believes that

Mary and 5111 are leaving” has the form of a conjunction;

he gives no argument for the claim that the belief has any

- **
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logical form at-all. Propositional contents, of éourse,'.:

have logical form, and :ithis property is exploited in

formulating the theory’s generalizations but it does nota-

follow that the internal states to which propositiohal‘

contents are mapped in the theory have logica1<£ngm; The -

L Y
theory of propositional measurement proposes that we treat |

»
propositional contents as a scale for "measuring"

propositibnal attifudes. ’ We do not assume tpat )
temperafure has all the properties*éf the scale used’to
represent it (we don’t, for example, assume that something
that is 40 degrees Farénheit has ﬁwice as much heat as

something-that is 20 degrees Farenheit)._pf-coursg,

propositiong; attffudes themselves may have logical.fofm:

the propositional measurement theory is consistent qith

the hypothesis of a system of internql representaﬁion (cf.
Field’s construal of the propositional measurement theory,
p-13). My point is simply that the assumption of fo@ical‘
form is not an adequacy cendition en a themry of
proposi.tional lattitudes. -

To summarize what I haQe argued in, this gectibn:
Fodor’s first foutr adequacy conditions do not favour a

theory which analyses propositionél atgltudes'as relations
between organisms and sentences in an i;ternal language

(e.g. thé RTM) over an alternative propoqgl'wfg committed_
to an int;}nal system "of representation. ' Whether .

B 4 .
empirical considerations (the fifth adequacy condition)

-

-

’.
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support the RTM will be addressed in the next section.

=

: >
3. Arguments for the Language of Thought
. ® \
In the appendix to Psychosemantics, entitled "Why There

Still has to be a Language of Thought", Jerry Fodor argues '

that intentional realism is plausitle only if we accept

the language of thought thesis. Before turning to- Fodor’s
-argumente for this claim I would like to set out the three
theses now in play. It is important to keep these thesee

separate when. evaluating Fodor’s arguments.

L]

The first theere, intentional realism, is the view
that there really are beliefs and desir.:es, or more
precisely, that there are intentional states that (1) are
semantically evaluable, (2) are causally efficacious in
'the production_of oehaviour, and (3) are truly described
by the generalizations of commonsense psychology. ]

‘The second thesis is the BgQ;gggqgggigngl_Inggxz_gf
Mind, which claims that propositional attitudes,are to be
énalysed as follows: for any organism O and attitude A
toward the proposition P, there is a computatlonal
relation R, and a mental representation MP such that MP
.means thag p, ,and 0 has, A to p if and only if O bears R to
ﬁP. ghe RTn further claims that mental processes are

causgal seqpences of tokenings of mental representations.,
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' corresponding to each propositional attituse

- -

The third thesis, the lLanguage of Thought thesis
(ﬁeréafter,OﬁOT) is the view that mental states have l
constituent structure or, more precisely, that mental
states are relatioms to representations whieh are to be
construed as sentence-like entities: they presuppose a-
lan}hage er,symbol systen. |

‘A number of points need to be made about LOT. 1In the
first place, it is not specifically a claim about
propositional attitudes: it leaves open both the
possibiiity that some propositional attitude tokenings are
\bt\grelatlons to mental representations which have
constituent structure, and the poss:.bﬂlty that some
tokenings ef mental representatlons that have constltuent
strQ;ture have no plaus%ble cqnstruai as propositional
attitude.iokeniqgs. I shall;use the term LOTpa to refer
to the thesis that propesitional attituees are to be
eonstrued as relations to (meaningful) token mental

representations which have constituent structure.?5

- - 2

LOT tnen, but not LOT, entails the RTM. I shall Ke

pa’

' concerned with whether Fodor can éstablish LOTpa, since if

LOTﬁa rs true, then so is the RTM.-

Secondly, LDTp is,-strlctly speaking, a stronger

thesis than the RTM. Steven Schiffer formulates a version

26
pa®
schematic formulation, there is_a mechanism in the head’

of the'RTH which is independent of LOT Oon Shiffer’s
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relation-type. For ease of exposition® each of these
mechanisms is just assumed to be a box: so’there is a
belief box,.d'desire box, etc. For each attituﬁe tokening
of a propositicnal content p, a symbol token that neans
otﬁat p is placed in the aépropriate.bok. To believe that
p, then, is just to have a symbei)tOKEn that means that p
in the belief_box. Propositional att}tugeg have their
causal roles in virtue of wﬁatever_nrocessin‘their'
‘associated synbol tokenings.undergo }n the boxes. On the
asfumption that thé boxes are'a simple way of talking
about computational relations, Schiffer’s ‘stary is 5ust a
picturesque formulatipn of the RTM.27 It is not, however,
conmitted to LOT__, because there és no requirement that

pa
the symbol tgkens have constituent structure. They might
be images,?ér’indeed, as Fodor points out), rocks; all that
is required is that they be semantically evaluable.

According to LOT the symbols that go-in the boxes have

pa’
a sentence=like constituent strugture. If a token has the
content p & g then it has a constituent that ézans'that p’
and‘a constituent that means that q. The s&mbol tokens,

.theretore constitute a internal gystem of representation,

i.e. !71anguage. : ) L ‘ y

! I turn now to Fodor’s arguments for LOT to see if

they establish IDTP His first argument is*n

methodolodical. He clains that the\ following is .a

plausible rule of nohdemonstrative inference: -




-

-
[

Principle P: Suppose there is a kin “of event -
cl of_which the normal effect is & kind of
event el; and a kifd of event c2 of which the
normal effect is a: kind of event e2; and a
kind of event c3 of which the normal effect is
a complex.event el & -e2. Viz.: '
cl—rel

~ c2 —»e2 -

c3—sel & e2 : - o
Then, ceteris paribus, it ’'is reasonable to
infer that c¢3 is a complex event whose

constituents include cl1 and c2. 28
/ _

-
.

Fodor takes principle P-to be a special case of a

general principle that requires us to prefer theories that

.

minimize accidents. In defense of P he argues "if the

etiology of events that are el and e2 does not somehow

-

include the etiology of events that are el and not e2, -

then it must be that there are two ways of producing el

events; and the éonvergence of these (ex hypothesi)

— . 1

distinct etiologies upon evepts of type el is, thus far,

unexplained."zq To avoid an unexplained convergence of

- [
causes, Fodog concludes, we should infer that c3 has cl )
and c2 as constituents. L | »

Principle P is then applied to ps&chol@qical states.’

Behaviour, Fodor argues, is .manifestly éomplex: it

1

exhibits constituent ‘structure. Verbal behaviour is the

paradigm case -- .verbal forms are put together froﬁ_\

-

recurrent elements -- but even animal behaviour, bird

song for ex le, exhibits constituent ‘structure.

Principle P, therefore, requires us‘fb,assumélthat the

4 . ) ) \
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tempted ,to assume a complex <cause simply to xﬁinimize
- ¢ %

accidents. The sciences often postulate distinct

'etiologies converging on similar (1c1ent1ca1) effects.

_assume that an explanation of the

,an operat.ive principle in the sc1ences7

. - . .
causes of behaviou.r have constituent structure.

Fodor’s axgunent for the claim that mental 'states\
{ .

have constituent structure rests on the plau51blllt‘ of"

principle P. Princ1ple P, however, 1is tendentious.

Suppose thas the normal effect of a particular bacterial
the normal effect of a

1nfection is a 'sore-throat, ang

particular v.lrus is a fever. Now suppose that a patient

exhibits. both a sore throat and a fever. %rincn:le P

would have'us infer that the caus& of the sore throat A
2N
fever iS/a complex condition oonsistlng of both t

bacterial infection and the virus! We are not normally

*Accidents” are sometimes left to be explained by othert
. \
the/ries, if we don't have- the explanation in hand, then s
o
rather than assume a complex cause we sometimes just

Yaccident" will ' g

?bentuall'y be forthcoining,'rperhaps from a still to be -

develigped micro-theory. Rather than appealiné to

counterexamples, though, it is more appropriate to ask’ of

Fodor phere Principle P comes from. Is it supposed to be

)

s
If so, what- are

"«

sg‘me examples’ of its employment" Fodor dives ng inductive

suﬁort“ for the principle. It &ooks instead like an ag

m devic:er appeal,d’ to simply to get Fodor what he wants
—

& S
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&, the principle has no'indepengent supéort, and it seems to

question-begging.' To grant Fodor’s principle without some

L 4 -

) structure.

o

\

-J‘Ehat mental states havE/cOnstituent structure. .But if

have none, then to appeal to it in the present context is

\

indepé&ndent evidence of its plausibility is just to grant

-

what is in dispute -- that mental states have constituent

Fodor’s second argnmaft for 1OT is based on current

- >,

_~psychological. research. ﬁe argues as follows:

| o] &
) .

...[Psycholiﬁguists] say " things

>

like this:

" .+ fWhen you understand an utterance of a
~ sentence, what you do is construct a mental
tati of the sentencgge that is being

T. structure of the gentence you’‘re he

uttered. Té a first approximation, -such a
representation .is a parsing tree: and this
parsing tree specifies. "the constitéent"

ing,

" together with the categories to which' its
- constituents belong. Parsing \trees\ are
? , constructed left to right, bottom to t vith
LY restricted look ahead..’ and so forth,

depenting on .the details of

the

psycholinguist’s stdry. Much the same sort of
examples could be culled from the theory of
o vision (where mental operations are routinely

identified with transformations of structural |
descriptions of scenes) or, indeed, from any

.~ other area of recent perceptual psychokpgy. 30

Pad

y ’ ps;éholingui}tfc‘theories_gyer parsing

» 4 [

’ . . . -

NG

. Fodor points out that such'fheoriés-appear to

éuahtify over mental representatjidns ---.in the case of

e 0
trees -- and so

-

"%
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insofar as the theories are well-supported, we should
recognize their commitment ta mental representations.
I am prepared to grant that research in

. - .
psycholinguistics and vistal processing supports the claim

-that some¢® mental processes involve token mental

representations, but. it shoulg be-ﬁoted that ‘*Fodor’'s
argument, while it-supporté soée;versions f LOT, provides

no evidence for 1OT There is no natur construal of
‘ .

pa’
parsing trees, or other types of structural descriptions’

. - .

constructed  in the course of language processing, as

bearers of the content of propositional attitudgs.
'ioi

e -

o

Parsing trees are simply representations of

propositions or distal states of affairs to which an agent

could plausibly be claimed to bear an attitude (believing, .-

~ .
desiring, _ etc.).31 Parsing trees make explicit the

‘ )
grammatical structure of a sentence; but while the

/ . <

‘sentence may‘%hfer to distal states of affairs, the

parsing tree does not. It simply provides an analysis of"

the sentence parsed. The rules of a speaker’s grammar aﬁe"

~.

more plausibly claimed to be infqrpretable as the contents

‘of prqpogitléﬁal attitudes (viz. what the speaker knows

when she knows a language) tham the structural

descriptions that ‘the grammar associates with the

seritences of a language. Edward Stabler32 has

convincingly argued, however, that the evidence that is

typically cited in support of a particular grammar does

/ v .
< N -
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‘not pupport a construal of the grammar under which it is
explieitly represented, over a construal under which the
“speaker is hardwired to compute the fpnction which the
grammar specifies.

. The theory of visien is also claimed ﬁo ptoQide
support for LOT. -whether ;t supports LéT pa will depend onJ

-

wnether the representat}ons that are, coustructed in visual

: 0

processxng can be piausably construed- s . token
representations of pr0p051t10na1 conrehﬁs‘io whlch the
subject bears an apﬁroprlate attxtude (euq. believing).
Let’s take David Marr’s theory as a example of a promising
theory of visual processing. The computational processes
hypothesized by the theory are defined over token
representations, so the thedry~is clearly committed to
representations. But can the teken.rebresentations be
cons'.rued as bearers of prop051tlona1 contents te which
the subject bears an appropriate attxtude’ The answer
isn’t clear. The representational tokens which form the
inputs to the stereopsis_-and directional selectivity
processes, for exerple, are constructed from _zero
crossings, which, as pointed out inachapter 3, have no
specifiable distal physical interpretation (they are not
"physically meanfng!Ll" ) »x60 these representat;onal tokens

" are not plausibly construed as.bearers of opositional

contant. Whether the inputs and outputs Mo the other

processes can be 8o interpreted is not clear. But a

o




number of considerations suggest that such an
intefpretation would be dif{icult.
. . Fifst, fhe representationai_tokens postulated by Marr
specify properties of surfaces -- intensity values in the
. case of the image, intensity éhanges and their geometrical

distribution in thé case of the primal sketch, and

/]

orientation and depth in the case of the 2.5-D skétch.

The construction of these representational tokens precedes
.- ;~f°.‘ tgé decomposition of the scene into objects or otherwise
" mean ngful regions.- Marr says the follcwinqupout the

computational processes which take representational tokens

as inputs and outputs: _ s

Most early visual processes extract
information about the visible surfaces
directly, without particular regard to whether
they happen to be part of a horse, or a man,
or a tree. It is these surfaces -- their
shape and disposition relative to the viewer
-- and their intrinsic reflectances that need
to be made explicit at thisg point in the
processing, because the photons are reflected
from these surfaces to form the image, and .
they are therefore what the photons are
carrying information about. 33

They rely on information from the image...and
the information they specify concerns the
‘depth or surface orientation at arbitrary
points in an image, rather than the depth or -
orientation associated with particular
objects, ,

>

34

. ®
The content that the representational tokens have,
therefore, concerns reflectance properties at arbitrary

points in the image. If these representationaa’ﬁokens are

" 9

(

‘




T

4

construed as bearers of propositional content to which the
subjeét bears an attitude, then the subject bears an
attitude toward such things as intensity chanées in the
im§ge; discéntinuities in surface orientation, etc.
Nothiné precludes the subject having propositional
attitudes toﬁards these contents, but they hardly look
like cen?ral cases of beliefs and desires. The
representational tokens postulated as the inputs énd
ohtputs to the visual processes are not interpreted in the
theory as bearers of propositional contents to which the*
subject bears an attitude. Whether they can be ‘so -
interpreted is an-open question; but even if they cah be
they would confer ﬁo support on LOT (or on the RTM),

pa
because they do not correspond to any independently

-

ascribable attitudes.

There is a second, more general, reason for not -
taking the representational tokens postulated in Marr’s
theory to be likely candidapes as bearers of propositional
contents to which a subject bears an app;bpriate attitudé.
Linguistic entitieé are more plaugible candidates for such
a job than pictorial representations. The prob}en is that
pictures don’t really have determinate propositional
ccntent. Imagine someone holding up a pictuqe and saying.

"This is the content of Jones* attitude". The appropriate

rdsponse is "what is the content?”. _The point is perhaps

7 .
best summed up in the old adage that "a picture is worth a



thousand words". Exactly what pfbpositional content does
a picture have? Furthegnoke, all versions of the LOT
claim that the hypothesized mental representations form a
language, th;t they have a sentence-like strucdture (i.e. a

)

syntax). Perhaps the representations postulated in Marr'é

ﬁhéory can be construed as quasi-linguistics entitiés,.but

this would need argument.

The above‘arguménts are not intended to be aecisive.
I am not saying that the representations postulateJ_in
perceptual theories cannct be construed as bqarer; of
propositional content to whiclt an agent be;rs an
appropriéte attitude. But the case hasn’t.been made that
'they can. Merely citing the existence of reﬁresentations
to which perceptual theories are committed provides no
support for LOTpa.

One final point with respect to Marr’s theory: the
assumptions that reflect physical coﬁstraints and
facilitate the recovery of shape inférmation from
properties of the iﬁage (e.g. the rigiditQ‘aSSumption) )
mightvmore naturally be construed as representaﬁions_of
propositional Pontents to'which.the subﬁect bears an
attitude than the representational tokens which form the
insuté and outpuﬁs to the computational processes.
However, because these assumptions are nof'explicitly
represented in the visual system, they provide no support

for LOTpa.ﬂ Indeed, to the extent .that they can be
’
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. construed as the contents of propositional attitudes, they

are counterexamples to IDTP; (and the RTM).

‘hi w

E )
Fodor's third argumdht for LOT cites two ploperties

that thoughts ar%talleged to’ have -— produ&tivity and
systemat1c1ty. It is then clalmed that the best (ohly?)
way- to explaln;the productlvity,and.systematlclty of °
thought is by assuming ‘Pat thougnts have constituent

»
structure. -, -

a -
.1t is claimed tq?t there is a potentlally infxnlte

set of, for example, bellef state types, since beliefs are

type—1nd1v1duated by their propositional contents and the

set of propositions .is 1nf1n1te.35

The productlvity of
the attitudes --.the fact that we are capable of thinking .
an infinite number of thoughts -- is best explained, Fodor
argues, by the assuhptiohzthat belief-stateé.(aesire-
states, etc.) have'a cpmbinatorial structure. ' But %odor
does not press the productlvity argument. Given that we
are finite beingsj*}j is only under idealization that
belief-states are potgntially " infinite. Without
idealization, the att}tudes are hbt‘proéﬁztive.‘ Th;
opponent of LOT, Fddor peints out, can'dilhrn the )
productivity argument simply hy retusinq-&O‘idoallzo.

Such a Pefusal wculd seem to be ad hoc. The idealization
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presuppoéed'by the productivity argument seems innocuous:
what prevents us from realizing an infinite number of

belief-states are memory limitations and the eventual

L4

breakdown of our bodies, not any presumed limitations on

.the processes of belief formatiof itself. To refuse to
) -

idealize seems arbitrary. (We will see ‘-below that the

‘opponent of LOT has a better response to tae productivity
‘Qggﬁgfnt.x . ] '

.  Fodor presents a secongmxrgument for LOT that does
not depend on idealization. He develops the argument in a

[

number of stages:

(1) Lingyistic ability is systematic --.that is, "the
ability to prpduce/undef:tand some of the sentences [of a
langquage] is in;;ingiggllx connected to the ability to

36

p}odgce/understand many of the others." As an example‘

Fodor cites the fact that speakers of English who know how ’
tojsay that Mary loves John also kpdw how to say that John
loves Mary. The sysﬁg;aticity of linguistic ability is
exp}ained by -the fact that natural languaées have a
Q_an_lnmml s_emgn;_j,gg -- the meaning of a complex
expressibn.§s a function of the meaning of its parts.
More concretely, our linguistic ability is said to be
systematic because what we learn when we learn laqqﬂagé is

a set of rulegs. The same rule accounts f;r our abiiify to
<understana both "John loves Mary" and "Mary loves John".

(2) The sentences of natural language have a combinatorial

- .




'(4) Cognitive capacity is systematic ‘because

"an -alternative account.¥®

fe

igmantics because they have constituent structure; that
is, they are built up out of recurrent words and phrases.
(3) Cognitive capacities are also syﬁtenatic. Fodor

argues as follows:

...cognitive capacities must be at least as
systematic as linguistic capacities, since the
functjon of language is to express thought.
To understand a sentence is to grasp the
thought that its utterance standardly cdnveys;
so it wdéuldn’t be possible that everyone who
understands the sentence ‘John loves Mary’
also understands -the sentence ’‘Mary .loves
John’ if it weren’t thaf everyone who ‘can
‘think the thought that John loves Mary can
also think the thought at Mary loves John.
You can’t have it that anguage expresses
thought and that language systematic unless
you~also have it that though is as systematxc
as 1anguage is.

1

o p—

]

‘constituent structure. The idea that the systematicity of

~

cognitive éapacities implies the combinatorial structure’
of thoughts, Fodor claims,. does not need defense. Given.
the éystematicity éf cognitive capacities he gets the.

combinatorial structure of thoughts "for free for want of
38 '

The systematicity argument, if correct, would support

"LOT__.. ~If thougits have combinatorial structure, then

pa .
propositional attitudes have.coqbinatorial structure. - But

does the argument support _the claim that thoughts have
combinatorial structure? It seems undeniable that thought

is systematic. Anyone whé can think the thought that John

-
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loves Mary can think the thought that Mary loves John. S6
Fodor’s argument is okay up to step (3). But is it clear
that it is impossible ‘for thought to be systematic without

thoughts having constituent structure? Grantead,
g . =

———

proppsitional contents have constituent structure. Bﬂ?:
on the account of propositiona; attitudes articulafed in
section Z;Kpropositional aﬁtitudes afe not analysed as
relations to sentences or pr§positioﬁsf hence it does not
follow froﬁ the fact that thé propositional contents to
which internal states are mapped have constituent

structure that the internal states themselves have ~

*

constituent structure. -

In step (4) of the argument Fodor claims that he gets

.the combinatorial structure of fhoughts "for free", for

7 t -

want of a better explanation of the systematicity of

- thought. But this clearly won’t do. Both langauge and

thought exhibit systematicity. While it is certainly
possible that thought is systematic because thoughts have
constituent structure, it is also possible that the

systematicity of tiBught is merely exhibited or expressed.

' by exploiting something ' else which has constituent

strﬁcture, viz.\language. Thought is indeed systematic,
but not ne'essarily because it.hés‘constituent structure.
Fodor needs an independent argument for the latter claim.

Thought agcriptions, of course, have constituent

structure, but they are simply the means by which we
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® . represent the systenaticity (and productivity under
idealization) of thought. :

’ In a number of places Fo‘c_lor of¥ers a somewhat
different argument for the claim That thoughts have

constituent structure. He says'

. - ' A -
It seems inescapable -- and is, As far as I
know, untendentious -- that the semantic

properties of some beliefs (call _them the
. complex ones) are inherited under éome sort of.
. , combinatorial operations from the semantic
r properties of other beliefs (call them the
simple ones). a, , - - 39

Fodor considers a possible way of accommodating the
above fact: some propositional aﬁtitudes might be analysed’
as complexes built out of,siﬁpler gttiéudes, without
construing ‘propositional attitudes as relations to mental
representations which have constituent st;ucturen on this

broposal, the state of believing that P & @ is analysed as

o

a complex state which has as constitueﬁbs the state of

) believing that P and the state of believing that Q. While ’

e

the proposal might}@ork for cénjunctive beliefs, it is,

Fodor points out, inadequate as a general account:

Believing that P is pot a constituent of, for
. ‘ example, believing that P or Q (or of
believing that if P then Q...etc.); for it is
perfectly possible to believe that P or Q (or
that if P then Q) ,and not to believe that P. -
For’ similar reasons the required notion of
constituency !can/t be defined over the causal
Xoles of the attitudes, either. Thus, the
causal role of believing that P is not a ‘.
‘constituent of the causal role of believing

——

4



that P or Q since, for exaqple, the effects of
believing that it will snow in August are
categorically different from -- and are not
included among -- the effects of believing

that either 4t will snow in‘Augqust or it.

won’t. , - 40 -7

§

~ Clearly, the proposal to analyse propositionai-
attitudes as complexes built oot of simpler attitudes wil;
not work. But there is no reason ihy the state of
‘fiiieving that P & Q (or the state of bellev1ng that

P v Q, or the state of bellev1ng that if P then Q) must be
analysed as a comp%ex state. On the account proposed in
section 2, what js coﬁplex is the propositional content to
which the internal state of the orgaﬁism is mapped, not
the internal state itself. The propositional content 'P §-
Q is a complex content éomprising the content that P and
the content that Q, buththese constituent contents are not
themselves ﬁapted to’constituents of the internal state

indexed by P & Q. The view that Fodor criticizes in the

‘above quotation runs 1nto truuble because it accepts the

claim that some propositlonal attitude tokenings (e.g. a

tokening of the belief that P & Q) are’ complex statés,

while also denying that propopitional attitudes are

K

relations; in particular, relations to. mental

hrepresentations. once the former claim is granted,

objects for which syntactic relations are defined (e.g.
mental representations or natural language sentences) are

the most plausible candi&qtes for defining constituent




‘relations over (as Fodor points out above, defining the
constituent relations over causal foles‘yon't work) .
There is, however, no independen£ argument for the claim
that some"propositiohél attitﬁde token%ngs?are complex
states. Unless propositional -attitudes are analysed as
relations (ite. unless a central tenet of the RTM is,
accepted as true) there ;; no q}ear sensé to Fédor's
sﬁppose&ly "untendentious” claim that the semantic

. propefties of some beliefs are inherited from éhe s;mantic
properties. of othq; beliefs. | -

Fodor’s two arguments from .the systematicity of

thought both depend on the same fallacious reasoning. The

- propositional contents to which tq?ughts are mapped have h
éonstituent-structure, and the sentences that ascribe
ﬁhoughts have constituent structure, but a further
agguméht 'is needed to establish that thoughts themselves
have constituent structure. ! b ) o0
N A final "“point aZ;ut' productivity: the set of

. & '
belief-state types is ‘claimed to be infinite,. because

beliefs are individuated by their propositiohal contents
and the set of propositions is infinite. chordingyto
Fodor, %the fact that we are in principle capable of

thinkiﬁgjan }ntihite number o; fhoughts i; best (only)'

explained by the assumption that thoughts have a

. ‘ combinatorial structure. But other analyses of

propositional attitudes are consistent with the

_ ‘ .
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: - . & X
pro8uctivity of the attitudes. On the account sketched in

section 2, since-proﬁositional attitudes are individuated

by - the propositional contents te which they are mapped,

N

the set of poseible propoéitional attitudes is, in

»

~principie, infinite. Of course, on both Fodor's and my

-

acceunts, propositional attitudes are internal’ states’ of

the organism, and as such cannot in fact be infinite,

since the. orgahism's possible internal states are not

J L]
infinite. The productivity of the attitudes per se is,

therefore, not something that needs to be expléined; it
( >

.follows from the way that we represept propositional

-

attitudes in natural language.41 On -the account sketched

o

"\\*?n.section 2 the attitudes are assumed to be productive
. Y ~

(%]

becauée _they can ‘be mapped ¢nta (and described by
reference to) a system which is itself productive, i.e.
propositions or publie language'fentencesn ?o be sure,‘
one explanatiou‘for why such a mapping is possible #s that

propositiomal attitudes atg'}elations to sentences in an

internal lahgusbe. The 51ternat1ve explanation skeétched

in section 2 would suggest that the representational
system that we use to specify propositional attitudes --
the system of propositional contents * =- .has eVolved with
the'propeggies“it-has, e.g. .productivityy becaus@ it
Captures the salient functional prgper ties of theught,
including, for example, systematicit:

q »




To summarize what I Have argued in this section:
- * .

.Fodor’s arguments do not establish I..O‘I‘pa -- the view that

1

propositignal attitudes are to be analysed as relations to
P it 4 A
mental representations which have constituent structure.

The arguments th#& bear on LOT;a either depend upon
\ question-begging assgmptions (principle P). or imgo}ve

reading, without argument, properties possessed by “

propositional attitude ascriptions into propositional

attitudes themselves.  Fodor has made a case that some

[

psychological theories are committed to the existence of

7

- mental representations, but since there 'is no *plausible

construal.of the postulated representational tokens as the

~ »

& .

bearers of propositional content to which thé subject

bears an appropriate attitude, such theories do- not )

provide support for LD'I'pa, nor for the RTM. .
. ) - v

.
.

4. Intentional Realism Without Explicit Representation -
E.J . >

I have tried in this chapter to show that &‘RTM does not
[ 4 4 -

enjoy the support ofterh claimed for it by its proponents.
. Fodor’s five adequacy conditions on a theory of
ot propositional attitudes do not favour the RTM over an

awernative anal_’ysis of propositional attituydes not
. committed to the existence of explicit repfresentation.
. ' B N i
- Empirical considerations (e.g. the systematicity of .

< . - -
.
-

" ’ _,-—‘-}—/ ’ ‘



)

thought, the. apparent commitment of some psychological
eories to mental representatians) provide no evidence

for.the R’ﬂ( ‘Additional_ly, there exists a .class of )
apparent cbuntefexamples for which propositiénal attitude
as ptioqg seem ju;tified, but which are not ﬁlausib}y

alysed as relakions to internal representations.

7 Furthermore, these apparbnt:counterexamplgs threaten the‘
RTM’s prospects for vindicating folk psychological
explanations of behaviour.

It is not my intention to argue that the RTM is false
-- it may well be true. If it were "the on;y game in -
town", as its proponents claim, then counterexamples wbuld
not be‘decisive against it. But the only-game-in-town
argument carries weight' only if there is indeed’ no
alternative in sight. I have sketched she outlines of an

alternative; given that the RTM is itself neither

well-supported nor (as a theory of propositional

-

attitudes) particulafly well-develaoped, a worked-out

alternative should not be demanded. I shall conclude by

AY

considering to what extent the view sketched in section 2
might jpsﬁify a realist interpretation of prdbositional
)aftltuqs ascript@pné. » o
. < ‘\ .
According to the propogitional measurement }heory,'

contents cdn be assigned to internal states of the agent

' such that the structure of causal relations holding-among

. . 3
the agent’s internal states is reflectedr in the logical




relations holding among the associated propositional
contents. The precisg specification of how the causal
relations are preserved in the mapping would be given by a
representation theorem. The causal relations holding
among the agent’s internal stages ‘are then to be
characterized independently of theﬂbrgpositional contents
' to which they are mapped by an inirinsic theory which
specifies the functional roles of the agent'’s internél
states. |
The question I want to address her; is this: to what
extent could the propositienal measurement theory support
intentional realism, i.e. the view that there are internal
states that (1) are semantically evaluable, (2) pla{ a
causal role in the production of behaviour, and (3) are
truly described by the generalizations of commonsense
psycholdgy? The propositional meaSurement theory might

seem to suggest an instrumentalist construal of

propd&itional attitude asgriptions, since propositional

contents, on the measurement theory, play esscentially the

role of measurement dgvices. Such a construal would be a-.

-

niséake. There is .no more reason to think that sentences

of the form "x believes that p" canndt be truc_on.thé'

propositional measurement theory than there is to think. el

that sentences of the form "x has a temperature of n A

degre2as F."” cannot be true. I‘sgall Argua that’ the s )

propositional measurement theory supports a realist

-8 . - .
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construal of attitude ascriptions at least to the extent
that the RTM does. Y

- Pursuing the températuge analog& further, it shou%d.
be noéed that a realist construal of .temperature
ascriptions does not reguire that every property of the
representation scheme be preserved in the mapping from
physical objects to numbers. 'What must be preserved are

certain ordinal relations defined on the integers, but not

all ar{thmetic relations. As I pointed out earlier, we do
not assume that an object that is forty degrees F. has
twice as mueh mean.kinetic energy as an object that is
twenty degrees F. . -
Si;ila}ly, it is an implausibly strong requirement on

a realist construal of propositional attitude ascr ti»ns'
' [}

. that every property of propositional space be prese
the mapping to internal states. The -question then (is:
what properties of propositional space do have to b

preserved in the mapping to license realism about

Ay

propositional attitudes? Minimally, what would have to be

preserved is the following: (1) semantic'evahuability, and .

(2) the pattern of relations among ertities in the Spgce.'\
- _With resp;ét to (2); the mapping must preserve the causal

42

relations assumed (by folk psychology) to hold'alo:f
propositional attitudes.

‘. More specifically, .the ca¥sal

relations among functional states, as characterized by the

_intrinsic theory, must be 1somorbhic to,thé relations
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assumed by folk psychology to hold among propositional
attitudes. A further requirement might plausibly be
levied: that the intrinsic .theory posit functional
relations ‘among internal states that would explain th

propositional attitudes are appropriately individuated in

‘terms of both a content and an attitudé to that content

(e.g. belief, desire). To meet this explanatory
requirement the intrinsic theory would probably have to ~
posit functional relations roughly coextensive with the
various attitude-types. ° Satisfaction of the above
conditions ‘would justify the claim that the
generalizations of »folk psychology are true -of the
internal states postulated by the intrinsic theory:
sétisfaction of the third requiremént would explain why
those generalizations are true.

The RTM requires, in addition to the -above
conditions, that the postulated internal states have
constituent strucéurg. But, I have argued, this
requirement has not been'adequateli shpported. We have
seen that constituent structure is not always préser;d in
the napping.- Dennétt’s chess-playing device ﬁs a case ‘§{n
pcint: a propositional attitude Qscriptfon see-s_jp-titfed'
but there is no internal -state with ihe appropéiatci
constituent structure. .There |is .inplykno reason to

require .that constituent structure be pro-irvod in the

mapping. The weaker requirements suggested igovo,vould



. seem to be éufficient ‘Eor vindicating propositional
‘attitudes. J
Of course, wé'have no guarantee that even the weaker
requirements on intentional realism will be satisfied. In
the eJent that no independent characﬁgrization of
psychological states is forthcoming -=- both the RTM and
the functiona}ist alternative I have suggested fail, and
folk psychology remains our only means bf predicting and
systematizing behaviour -- we might weaken the
rquirements on a realistic construal of attitude
ascriptions still further. Absent any~accoﬁnt of the
undeflying states we might simply say that folk psychology
’ \

provides true characterizations of internal states,

although we have pno- idea what makes these -

characterizations true. The requirements for realism with

respect to propositional attitude aﬁ?riptionS'are, at this

stage of cognitive theorizing, up for grabs. The stroné

‘requirements levied by Fodor rare, at the very least,

premature.
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